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TO   BE   CONTXNUXD. 


BY  ROYALL  TYLER, 

efflEF  JUDGE  OF  THE  SUPREBIE  COURT. 


Hoe  cfpnUf  hoe  stadiam  pani  properimus  et  *mpli  i 

Si  patruB  Tolamusy  si  sobit  viTcre  cari. 

Q.  HoR.  Flag.  EriST. 


SB 


Frinted  and  PabUshed  bj  L  RUej. 


1809. 


Bittrict  of  ^f^*Tw^k^  t#.  ' 

BE  it  retncmbefcdy  That  <m  tlie  iveoty-alventli  day  of  ^otober,  in  the 
thirty -fourtli  year  of  the  lodependenee  of  the  United  States  of  Amerieay 
I^A^c  RiLSY.  of  the  said  district,  hath  deposited  in  this  offiee  the  title  of 
a  book,  the  right  whereof  he  ehums  as  proprietor,  in  the  words  following^ 
to  wit : 

« 

"  Reports  of  Cases  amed  and  determined  in  the  Supreme  Court  of  Jadi- 
''  eature  of  th<i  State  of  Vermont  With  Cases  of  Practice  and  Roles  of  the 
«  Court  Commencing  with  the  nineteenth  century.  Vol.  I.  To  be  conti- 
*'  nued.  By  Royall  T^ler,'  Chief  Judge  of  the  Supreme  Court  Hoc  opus, 
**  hoe  studium  parvi  properimns  et  ampli ;  Si  patrisB  volumus,  si  nobis  livere 
<<cari.   Q.  Uor.  Flac.  Epist" 

Vb  conformity  to  the  aet  of  the  Congress  of  the.  United  States,  entHl^, 
^  An  act  for  the  encouragement  of  learning,  by  seeurine  the  copies  of  maps, 
**  charta,  and  books,  to  the  authors  and  proprietors  of  such  oopies,  dnruig 
*'  the  times  tlierein  mentioned ;"  and  also  to  the  act,  entitlec^  **  An  act 
**  supplementary  to  the  act,  entitled,  an  act  for  the  encouragement  of  leam- 
**  ing,  by  securing  the  oopiR  of  maps,  charts  and  books,  to  the  authors  and 
'*  propnetors  of  such  copies,  during  the  times  therein  mentioned,  and  ez- 
**  tending  the- benefits  thereof  to  the  arts  of  designinic.  eoecaTioar  and  etchinc 
« hirt«i«a  and  other  prints.**  •     ei     »        o  » 

CHARLES  CLINTON, 

Cterk  of  the  Diatriot  of  New-Tork. 


To  liis  Excellency  the  Governor  ;  his  Honoiu^  the 
Lieutenant-Governor;  the  Honourable  Council; 
and  the  Honourable  House  of  Representatives  of 
the  State  of  Vermont. 

Gentlemen, 

THE  arduous  business  of  framing  laws 
£hl  a  numerous  and  free  people,  is  yours. 

To  construe  and  apply  the  laws  when 
enacted)  to  the  concerns  of  your  constituents,  is  the 
duty  of  the  Judges  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  Ju* 
dicature* 

That  you  may  know  whether  your  in- 
tention as  legislators  has  been  pursued,  and  whe- 
ther the  laws  you  promulgate  are  beneficial  in  their 
effects,  is  of  the  highest  importance. 

To  this  intent,  this  volume  of  Cases, 
argued  and  decided  in  the  Supreme  Court  of  Judi- 
cature, is  respectfully  submitted  to  your  consi- 
deration, 

BY  THE  REPORTEm    . 
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REGULA  GENERALIS. 
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ORDERED  by  the  Court— Tlxat  no  attorney  of 
this  Court  shall  enter  bail  in  any  process  which  is  or 
shall  be  pending  in  the  Courts  or  execute  any  gaol 
bondy  except  where  personally  interested. 
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CASES 

ARGUED  AND  DECIDED 

X2f  THS 

SUPREME  COURT  OF  JUDICATURE 

OF    TH£ 

STATE  OF  VERMONT. 


CHITTENDEN  COUNTY,  JANUARY  TERM, 

A.  D.  180a 


ENOCH  WOODBRIDGE,  Chief  Judge, 

LOTT  HALL,    >     .    .  ,     ,  ,   , 

>  AiBiitant  Judges, 


John  Adams  against  Jacob  Davis. 
ATTACHMENT.        Plaintiff  recognised    for   PiaintiflT  may 

^       /•  .•  <ti_  •    •      1        '^  enter     liimself 

costs  of  prosecution  on  the  original  writ.  ^g  tail  fir  costs 

Plea  in  abatement.    That  the  plaintiff,  under  the  ^^  ^h^^H^n^^^^ 

statute,  cannot  enter  himself  as  security  for  costs.       process  in  civil 

'  suits. 

Vermont  Stat. 

Judgment  of  Court.     The  writ  does  not  abate.  ][®^^-  ^  ^^* 
The  defendant,  upon  the  issuing  the  original  writ,  is 
entitled  to  such  sufficient  security  for  costs  of  prose- 
cution, as  is  satisfactor}'  to  the  authority  signing  such 


4  CHITTENDEN  COUNTY, 

Adams       process.    If  at  any  time  while  the  suit  is  pending, 

Davis.       he  doubts  the  sufficiency  of  the  bail  to  respond  the 

lb.  8.  45.         costs,  on  motion  the  Court  will  order  new  bail,  or 

direct  a  nonsuit. 


Stephen  Pearl,  Sheriff,  Appellant, 

against 
Ebenezer  Allen,  Appellee. 

CASE.  On  a  receipt  for  property  attached  on 
mesne  process.     General  issue.    Trial  per  pais. 

The  appellant  offered  a  receipt  in  evidence,  pur- 
porting to  have  been  signed  by  the  appellee,  and 
offered  to  prove  the  execution  of  the  receipt, 

First.  By  comparison  of  hand-writings. 

Secondly.  By  the  concession  of  the  party  at  the 
lower  Court. 

Objected,  That  the  subscribing  witness  is  within 
process  of  the  Court,  and  ought  to  be  produced. 

haiSrOT^So^f      By  the  Court.     Comparison  of  hand- writings  can-  . 
cession  of   a  not  be  admitted  in  evidence,  or  the  concession  of 

party  on  a  for- 
mer trial  when  the  party  at  the  lower  Court,  whilst  the  subscribing 

the  record,  can-  witncss  rcsidcs  withiu  the  process  of  the  Court.  The 
evw^^'whiie  defendant  must  not  in  this  way  be  deprived  of  cross- 
the  subscribing  examining  the  subscribing  witness  to  the  contract, 
contract  is  The  conccssiou  of  a  party  on  a  former  trial,  when  not 
^^'  attached  to  the  record,  must  be  considered  as  a  con- 
cession for  that  trial  only. 


JANUARY  TERM,  isoa 

Biddkcom 

V. 

FarwelL 

Richard  Biddlecom,  ex  dem.  Daniel  Bidole-  — — — 
COM,  against  John  Farwell,  Tenant  in  pos- 
session. 


EJECTMENT.  Common  rule  entered,  and  the 
general  issue  to  the  country. 

Defendant  offered  to  read  in  evidence  a  deed  from  jr^^^,  sut. 
Nathan  Spafford^  constable,  and  collector  of  the  sur-  ^*>^  ^'  p-  ^^^ 
veyor-general's  tax,  commonly  so  called,  conveying 
the  lands  described  in  the  declaration  in  fee  to  his  an- 
cestor, under  a  vendue  sale  for  the  non-payment  of 
a  tax. 

Daniel  CHpman^  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiffs^ 
objected. 

The  act  does  not  directly  levy  a  tax,  but  only  Decision  under 
authorises  the  governor  and  council  to  assess  a  tax  gc^rarr^^upc 
in  either  of  two  modes ;  the  one  on  the  soil,  the  **^^' 
other  on  the  town  as  a  corporation.     In  the  present 
case  it  was  assessed  upon  the  town,  and  therefore 
ought  to  have  been  collected  by  a  tax  on  the  polls 
and  rateable  estate  as  directed  by  the  subsequent  ex- 
planatory clause  of  the  act. 

Second  objection.  That  this  land  was  holden  in 
severalty,  and  the  constable  is  not  made  collector  of 
taxes  on  such  land. 

By  the  Court.  The  constable's  deed  caiuiot  be 
read  in  evidence. 


tiT  CHITTENDEN  COUNTY, 


Biddiecom         Hael,  Judge,  observed,  tbere^was 
midable  objection.    The  whole  original 
■~*  tempted  to  be  conveyed  by  the  deed. 


V. 

Farw 

••■■ 

■Vi  ■  ■ 


Verdict  for  the  plaintiff. 


Martin  Harmon,  ex  dem.  Samuel  Fay  et  aL 
against  Mos£s  Taft  and  Seth  Cogswxll, 
Tenants. 

The  deed  of  a      EJECTMENT  for  a  right  of  land  in  Charlotte, 
vcyiDg  land      to  wit,  the  original  right  of  John  Southgate. 
'  right,'"muit*  be      Common  rule  entered.    General  issue  joined  and 

executed  and     put  tO  the  Jurv. 

Sf^'ST^tt      Plaintiff's  evidence : 

where  the  land      First.  Copv  of  the  charter  of  Charlotte,  recorded 

lies.  *, 

in  the  proprietor's  records,  dated  24mJur}e,  1762. 
John  Southgate,  an  original  grantee. 

Secondly.  Deed  from  John  Southgate  to  Sarah 
Southgate,  dated /«/y  3d,  1762. 

Thirdly.  Deposition  of  John  Hopkins,  proving  the 
intermarriage  of  Sarah  Southgate  with  Azariah 
Dickinson. 

Fourthly.  A  deed  from  Azariah  Dickinson  and 
»  Sarah  his  wife,  late  Sarah  Southgate^  to  the  lessor  of 

the  plaintiff,  dated  the  8th  of  October,  1773,  and  ac- 
knowledged  by  both  in  common  form  before  a  Jus- 
tice  of  the  Peace,  Hampshire  County,  Common- 
wealth of  Massachusetts. 


JANUARY  TERM,  180©.  7 

Darnel  Chipmaity  counsd  for  the  tenants,  objected      H.n»on 
to  this  last  deed.  T»ft  and  Cogs. 

,  _  .  well. 

By  common  law,  a  feme  covert  cannot  convey  „...,^_«..^ 
real  estate,  neither    can  her   husband  convey  that 
which  is  held  in  the  right  of  his  wife. 

The  conveyance,  to  be  legal,  must  be  predicated 
upon  statute.  The  plaintiff  shews  no  statute  either 
from  New-  York,  New^Hampshirey  or  this  State,  au- 
diorising  this  mode. 

Hall,  Judge.  By  common  law  a  Jeme  covert 
can  convey  neither  real  or  personal  propert}^  Before 
this  deed  can  be  read  to  the  Jury,  it  must  appear  that 
there  was  some  existing  law  authorising  the  convey- 
ance of  land  by  a  fime  covert  in  this  mode,  or  that 
the  acknowledgment  of  this  deed  is  consonant  with 
some  statute  of  this  State. 

WooDBRiDGE,  Chief  Judgc.  The  lex  loci  where 
the  land  i?s,  ought  to  regulate  the  conveyance.  At 
the  time  this  deed  was  executed  and  acknowledged, 
this  territory  was  under  the  jurisdiction  of  New- 
York^  and  the  deed,  to  be  curative,  ought  to 
have  been  executed  and  acknowledged  agreeably  to 
the  existing  laws  of  that  then  colony.  The  deed 
cannot  be  read  to  th^  Jury. 

Plaintiff  nonsuited. 

Note.  In  this  cause,  after  the  rejection  of  the 
deed  by  the  Court,  it  was  moved  to  introduce  it  as 
a  lease,  conveying  the  life  estate  of  the  husband  in 
the  premises. 
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Htmon  Sed  per  Curiam.    It  cannot  be  read  for  that  pur- 

Taft  ami  Cor9«  pose.    ffesitante  HaU. 


This  decision  has  been  since  shaken. 


Samuel  Youitg,  Appellant, 
against 

Joshua  Sanders,  Appellee. 

ACTION  on  promissory  note,  dated  17th  Pe^ 
bruaryy  1791,  fiw  the  sum  of  thirty  dollars.  Writ 
returnable  to  Chittendm  County  Court,  September 
term,  1796. 


Vemumt  sut       Plea  to  the  jurisdiction*    That  a  Justice  of  the 

Peace  has  exclusive  jurisdiction  of  all  civil  causes  to 
this  amount. 

In  civil  cauies,  By  the  CouTt.  The  County  Courts  hold  concur* 
mand  is  above  rent  jurisdiction  with  the  Justices  of  the  Peace,  of 
der  33  dois.^  ^11  suits  where  the  demand  is  above  seven  dollars, 
ISd'Ss  d^'in  and  where  it  does  not  exceed  thirty- three  dollars  in 
mwcKumy  unliquidated,  and  fifty-three  doUars  in  liquidated  dc- 
couruand Jus.  mands. 

tices  of  the 
Peace    have 

Action.  ^^  Plea  to  the  jurisdiction  overruled* 
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On  the  5th  November^  1801,  the  General  Assem-        Young 
bly  passed  the  following  act :  Sanders. 


Vtrmont  Stat. 

"  An  act  in  addition  to  an  act  entitled,  An  act  consti-  !?*•  ^'  p- ^^i: , 

'  County  Courtfl' 

tutine:  the  Supreme  Court  of  Judicature  and  County  juri«diction  not 

*  -     .  ...     conciurrcnt 

Courts,  defining  their  powers,  and  regulating  judi-  with  justices  of 

.  ,  ,.  the  Peace. 

cjal  proceedings. 

"  Whereas  it  it  is  considered  by  some  of  the 
County  Courts  in  this  State,  that  they  have  concur- 
rent jurisdiction  with  Justices  of  the  Peace  in  civil 
actions,  Therefore,  it  is  hereby  enacted  by  the  Ge- 
neral Assembly  of  the  State  of  Vermonty  that  the  se- 
veral County  Courts  shall  not  hear,  determine,  or  ad* 
judge  on  any  action  or  suit  which  is  originally  made 
cognisable  bef<M^  a  Justice  of  the  Peace,  unless  such 
action  or  suit  shall  be  entered  in  such  Court  by  «p* 
peal ;  any  law,  usage,  or  custom  to  tlie  contrary  «ot* 
withstanding." 
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Dimond's 

Ex'oro 

V. 

Allen. 


-.  Executors  of  Thomas  S.  Dimond 

against 
Ira  Allen,  Administrator  of  Remember  Baker* 

SCIRE  FACIAS^  to  shew  cause  why  execution 
should  not  issue  de  bonis  propriis. 

Demurrer  by  defendant. 

Causes  of  demurrer : 
In  fctre  faciat      First.  It  IS  not  alleged  that  said  Ira  was  ever  ad- 
nistrator,  to     ministrator  on  the  intestate^s  estate, 
ciitilon^shouid'       Secondly.  That  the  plaintiff  in  his  declaration  hath 
"?J  iJl^^^,vj/tt  "^  alleged  that  there  were  assets  in  the  hands  of  the 
is  not  necessa-  suDDOsed  administrator. 

ry  to  allege  ex-        *  * 
presflly  that  de- 
fendant   is  ad- 

iDinistrator,  op       The  counscI  for  the  demurrant  doubted  whether 

that  he  has  as- 

seto.  in  any  case- an  action  of  this  nature  would  lie:  but 

more  especially  relied  on  the  second  exception  ;  and 
cited  Dumford  £sP  East^  vol.  7.  p.  27.  Gill  v. 
Scrivens*  Lilly^s  Entries^  vol.  2.  p.  627. 

Counsel  for  the  plaintiff.  The  law  is  so  well  esta- 
blished, that  as  to  the  action's  being  well  founded,  I 
shall  be  silent. 

In  reply  to  the  first  e^gception  in  demurrer.  It  is 
sufficient  to  name  plaintiff  or  defendant  as  administra- 
tor, without  expressly  alleging  him  to  be  such.  Com.. 
Dig.  vol.  5.  p.  586. 
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To  the  second  exception.  It  is  established,  that 
in  every  case  the  administrator  is  to  be  considered  as 
having  assets  in  his  hands  until  shewn  by  him  to  the 
contrary  in  pleading.  Com.  Dig'  vol.  S.  p.  576.  In 
declaration  against  administrator,  it  is  not  necessary 
to  allege  assets  in  his  hands. 


li 


Dimond's 
Ez'ors 

V 

Allen 


By  the  Court.  A  scire  facias  is  a  judicial  writ, 
and  the  recital  of  the  record  on  which  it  is  founded  is 
sufficient.  If  the  defendant  was  not  administrator, 
he  should  have  shewn  it  in  his  defence  in  the  original 
suit.  If  he  has  no  assets,  plene  administravit  will  be 
good  shewing  in  the  present  suit. 

Declaration  sufficient. 


Daniel  Chipman^  for  plaintiff. 
Samuel  Miller  J  for  defendant. 


CASES 


DETERMINED  IN  THE 

SUPREME  COURT  OF  JUDICATURE 

or  THB 

STATE  OF  VERMONT. 


ADDISON  COUNTY,  JUNE  ADJOURNED  TERM, 

A.  D.  1 800. 


ENOCH  WOODBRIRGE,  Oiief  Judge, 
LOn'  HALL, 
NOAH  SMITH 


>  Assistant  Judffes. 

r,  5 


Eliakim  Culver  against  Stephen  PEARt, 
Sheriff  of  Chittenden  County. 

An  officer  is      PLAINTIFF  complains,  that  by  the  considera- 

empowered   to  i  '  .^ 

•etoffoneexe-  tion  of  the  Countv  Couit  of  Chittenden  County,  he 

eutjon    against  .  "^ 

another,  be-     recovcred  judgment  against  Mel  Phelps  for  the  sum 
parties,  and ;  of  6/.  2s.  lawful  Hioney,  and  prayed  out  his  writ  of 

both     in     his  ^••jr  ri  ^  ^  ii« 

hands   at  the  execution  in  due  form  of  law  made  returnable  m 
same  ume.       sixty  days  from  the  date,  and  committed  the  same 

execution  to  the  defendant,  in  his  capacity  of  sheriff, 
to  ser\'e  and  return  agreeably  to  law,  but  that  said 
Pearl,  contriving  to  injure,  &c.  neglected  to  return 
said  execution,  whereby,  Sec.  ad  damnum. 

Second  count.     Plaintiff  declares  on  the  same 
judgment  and  execution,  aliter  et  idem,  delivered 


.^ 
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i&  aforesaid,  aikl  that  said  Pearl  made  an  undue  and  *^"''«' 
unlawful  return  on  the  same  in  the  words  md,  figures  Pcari. 
following,  viz. 

^*  Then  by  virtue  of  this  writ  of  execution  to  me 
directed,  I  repaired  to  the  usual  place  of  abode  of 
the  debtor  within  named,  and  made  demand  of 
money,  goods,  or  chattels  to  satisfy  the  same ;  and 
in  satisfaction  thereof  the  said  debtor  delivered  to  me 

* 

a  certain  writ  of  execution  to  me  directed,  to  serve 
and  return  in  favour  of  the  said  debtor,  and  against 
the  creditor  within  named,  and  one  Caleb  Cuher^  for 
the  sum  of  l\L  5s.  6(L  lawful  money,  debt  or  da- 
mage, and  15s.  lOrf.  costs,  on  a  judgment  rendered 
by  Timothy  Pearly  Esquire,  one  of  the  Justices  of 
the  Peace  for  said  County  of  Chittenden^  on  the  6th 
day  ofjiprH  A,  D.  1795.  Said  writ  of  execution  by 
the  said  Justice  subscribed  withfliis  official  signature, 
and  dated  the  same  6th  day  of  jlprilj  to  indorse  upon 
the  same  such  sufficient  sum  as  might  be  in  full  sa- 
tisfaction bf  the  within  execution,  and  the  legal  costs 
thereon  arising.  Therefore,  in  pursuance  of  law ^  by  an 
indorsement  on  the  aforesaid  execution  in  favour  of 
the  within  named  debtor  of  the  sum  of  6/.  2^ .  6(L 
lawful  money,  in  full  satisfaction  of  the  within  Ma*it 
of  execution,  I  do  return  the  same  fully  satisfied." 

The  general  issue  tendered  and  joined  to  the  first 
count,  and  defendant  demurred  to  the  second. 

By  the  Court.  An  officer  has  a  right  to  off-set  one 
execution  against  another  between  the  same  parties 
both  in  his  hands  at  the  same  time.  The  plaintiff  has 
allegated  no  cause  of  action  in  his  second  count,  and 
the  same  is  insufficient. 


14  ADDISON  COUNTY,  i 

Culver  By  agreement  of  parties  entered  on  the  record. 

Pearl.       judgment  on  the  demurrer  to  control  the   general 
""""■"""^""^  issue. 

Plaintiff  nonsuited. 


Doe,  exdem.  Abraham  Baldwin  andZALMON 
Booth,  against  P.  Foot  etah  Tenants  in  Pos- 
session. 

Sheriff  having      EJECTMENT  for  lands  in  Corrmdl 

two     writs    of 

execution  for        The  Only  point  worthy  note  in  this  cause  is,  that 

and  against  the      i..irii  .  .V  •<• 

same  parties,  plamtift  adduccd  in  evidence  two  writs  of  execution 
oT ^  the  sani^  of  equal  date,  both  in  favour  of  Baldwin  and  Booths 
^^Lt'^^^t  against  Samuel  Benton,  levied  by  John  Chipman, 
fying  in  his  re-  Esquirc,  ^hcTiff  o{  Addison  County,  upon  the  land  in 

turns  distinct  *  .  J  ^      r 

boundaries.       question  yoiw^/y,  i.  e.  the  return  of  the  officer  on  each 

is,  "  To  satisfy  tliis  and  one  other  writ  of  execution 
between  the  same  parties,  I  have  extended  on  and 
caused  to  be  appraised  according  to  law,  certain  lands 
butted  and  bounded,"  &c. 

The  question  made  is,  whether  the  sheriff  should 
not  have  levied  each  writ  separately,  and  on  several 
parcels  of  land,  describing  in  each  retiim  distinct 
boundaries. 

By  the  Court*    The  levy  is  correct^ 
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Hamiltoo 

V. 

Williams. 


Dudley  Hamilton,   gui  tarn,  pro  se   aiid  the   — — ■ 

Treasurer  of  Essex, 

against 

HiEL  Williams. 

ERROR.     This  writ  was  brought  to  reverse  a  r*rm«irSut. 
judgment  rendered  on  appeal  by  the  County  Court  ^e  record  of  a 
in  a  suit  brought  by  the  present  plaintiff  to  recover  joiuntapr  con 

^  J  r  r  fession  before  a 

the  penalty  for  killing  deer  out  of  the  statutable  Justice,  and 

,  ,  ,        ,  .  -  payment  of  the 

season,  under  the  act  to  prevent  the  destruction  ot  ^hoie  penalty, 

-%  may  be  pleaded 

ceer.  \^  i^ap  ^  ,in  ac- 

It  appears,  from  inspection  of  the  record,  that  the  ^^"  ^'"  '*^- 
defendant  fVilliams  had,  before  the  institution  of  the 
suit,  complained  of  himself  to  Mr.  Justice  Pawelly 
of  Westfordy  who  recorded  his  confession,  and  re- 
ceived the  whole  penalty  for  the  use  of  the  treasury 
of  that  town. 

In  the  County  Court  the  defendant  pleaded  the 
record  and  proceedings  of  the  Justice's  Court  in  bar. 
Upon  demurrer  to  the  plea  in  bar,  the  County  Court 
rendered  judgment  in  his  favour.  And  now  the  error 
assigned  is,  that  demurrer  to  the  plea  in  bar  was  suf- 
ficient, and  that  the  proceedings  before  the  Justice  do 
not  amount  to  the  plea  of  autrefoits  convict. 

Sed  per  Curiam.  These  voluntary  confessions  of 
breaches  of  the  minor  statutes  in  the  criminal  code 
are  so  generally  considered  by  the  people  to  be  cor- 
rect, that  the  Court  are  inclined  to  sanction  them. 
It  is  true,  that  in  breaches  of  the  peace,  in  assault 
and  battery  for  instance,  the  Court  would  hardly  in- 
cline to  screen  an  offender,  who  had  committed  per-* 
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H«miium  haps  3^  violent  battery,  and  by  his  own  representation 
iVUiUuns.  had  induced  the  magistrate  to  impose  a  fine  every 
way  inadequate  to  the  offence ;  but  no  such  injustice 
can  happen  through  the  voluntary  confession  of  a 
breach  of  a  penal  law,  where  the  penalty  is  ascer- 
tained, and  the  offender  cannot  lessen  it  by  misrepre- 
sentation* 

Judgment  of  Court  There  is  no  error.  Let  the 
judgment  of  the  County  Court  be  affirmed  witli  a%l- 
ditional  costs. 


MEGUI^i  GEXERALIS. 

ORDERED  by  the  Court — That  when  the 
plaintiff  in  any  writ  of  error  shall  become  nonsuited^ 
or  shall  neglect  to  enter  and  prosecute  his  suit,  and 
the  defendant  shall  become  by  law  entitled^  by  com- 
plaint  J  petition,  or  motion,  to  enter  for  costs  or  da- 
mages ;  the  defendant,  on  filing  such  petition,  com- 
plaint  or  motion,  shml  pay  to  the  Clerk  of  the  Court 
one  dollar  for  Clerk* s  fees,  which  may  be  taxed  and 
allowed  in  his  bill  of  costs. 


CASES 

» 
DETBRMIMED  IN  THE 

SUPREME  COURT  OF  JUDICATURE 

or   TBB 

STATE  OF  VERMONT. 


CHITTENDEN  COUNTY,  JANUARY  TERM, 

A.  D.  1801. 


PRESENT, 
EM)CH  WOODBRIDGE,  OdefJudgf. 
JsfOAH  SMITH^  Msutanf  Judge. 


Asa  Barns,  Appellee, 

against 

Isaac  Webb,  Appellant. 

THIS  was  ail  action  for  slanderous  words.     Plea,  The  troth  ot 

.,  words   spoken, 

not  gUllt}^  cannot  be  given 

in  evidence  on- 
^^  der  the  general 

Daniel  Chipman  and  S.  Miller ^  on  the  part  of  the  issue  in  an  ac- 
defendant,  offered  evidence  to  prove  the  truth  of  the  aeretis  words. 
tuords  spoken  in  justijication. 

Amos  Marshy  for  the  plaintiff,  objected  to  the  ad- 
mission of  such  evidence  tinder  the  general  issue. 
He  contended  that  it  must  operate  as  a  surprise  upon 
the  plaintiff;  would  bring  on  trial  the  conduct  of  his 
whole  life,  which  no  man  of  even  the  fairest  character 

• 

could  l)e  presumed  to  be  prepared  to  defend  ins  tan- 
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Bams        ter  ;  that  the  authorities  on  the  subject  are  plenar)' 
Webb.       and  clear,  and  all  shew  that  the  Judges  never  permit 

ft 

""■"*"  the  truth  of  the  words  to  be  given  in  evidence  under 
the  general  issue,  in  jus tiji cation ^  or  even  in  fnitiga" 
tion  of  damages  ;  but  that  it  should  always  be  pleads 
ed,  whereby  the  plaintiff  might  be  prepared  to  defend 
himself;  in  support  of  which  he  cited  Morgan* s 
Fade  Mecum^  vol.  1.  p.  151.  Esp.  N.  P.  vol.  2.  p. 
262.  Bac.  Abr.  vol.  4.  p.  518.  Com.  Dig.  vol.  5. 
p.  220.  Str.  Rep.  vol.  2.  p.  1200.  Underwood  v. 
Parks.  Gilb.  L.  Ev.  vol.  2.  p.  617-  Capel  LofC^ 
edit.  Bull.  N.  P.  p.  9. 

Chipmanj  for  the  defendant,  conceded,  that  the 
English  authorities  were  against  the  admission  of  the 
evidence ;  and  by  the  English  common  law  it  is  also 
settled,  that  a  person  indicted  for  publishing  a  libel 
cannot  give  in  evidence  the  truth  of  the  facts.  But 
both  these  principles  alike  shew  the  genius  of  the 
British  government,  and  the  inapplicability  of  them 
to  our  own.  In  England^  the  characters  of  indivi- 
duals, or  at  least  certain  individuals,  must  be  pro- 
tected per  fas  aut  nefas.  Our  government  has  no 
such  invidious  sanction  for  its  impure  citizens. 
Here  the  truth  will  never  be  sacrificed  to  state  po- 
licy ;  but  die  motto  of  the  republican  code  will  be, 
*  Great  is  the  truth,  and  it  shall  prevail.' 

Upon  principles  founded  upon  the  very  nature  of 
the  action,  the  evidence  is  admissible.  The  gist  of 
the  action  of  slander  is  malice  ;  and  can  malice  be 
implied  if  the  words  spoken  are  true  ?  Certainly  not. 
It  is  evert  an  important  duty  we  owe  to  society,  to 
give  the  true  characters  of  our  fellow- citizens,  parti- 
Culailjr^of  the  vitious  and  perpetratoirs  of  crimes,  that 


JANUARY  TERM,  1801.  19 

they  may  be  g^uardcd  against.    The  evidence  offered       ■•"»■ 
will  sheWy  that  the  piamtifFhas  no  cause  of  action.  w«*bb. 

•  As  to  the  plaintiff's  being  surprised,  and  the  ad-  ' 

mission  (^  the  evidence'  bringing  on  the  trial  of  his 
whole  life ;  we  say,  the  action  of  defamation  is  not  to 
be  favoured,  and  every  man  ought  to  be  taught,  that 
if  he  would  recover  damages  for  an  injury  done  to 
bis  character,  by  which  we  mean  the  estimation  in 
which  he  has  been  held  from  his  conduct  in  life,  he 
must  shew  a  character  worth  possessing.  This  prin- 
ciple, if  established,  would  lead  mankind  to  a  greater  ^ 
degree  of  circumspection  with  respect  to  their  con- 
duct 

On  the  foregoing  principles,  we  apprehend  the 
practice  has  l^een  settled  in  this  State,  although  we 
can  advert  to  no  particular  decision  in  point,  as  the 
reports  of  our  judicial  decisions  are  not  printed; 
but  we  assert  generally,  that  the  practice  lias  uni- 
formly prevailed,  has  been  acquiesced  in  by  the  bar, 
either  from  the  precedent  decisions  of  the  bench,  or 
from  a  general  conviction  that  it  is  founded  in  prin* 
ciple. 

It  may  be  worth  observing,  tliat  the  Legislature  of 
the  United  States^  in  their  act  commonly  called  the 
sedition  act,  adopted  the  principle  of  giving  the  truth 
of  the  slanderous  or  libellous  words  in  evidence  as  a 
complete  justification  under  the  general  issue  in  its 
fullest  extent,  even  in  cases  of  scandalum  magnatum^ 
q{  much  gre?iter  import  thaii  words  spoken  to  the 
injury  erf  private  persons. 

Per  Curiam,  We  do  not  wish  to  hear  the  counsel 
for  the  plaintiff*  The  authorities  are  clear  and  full 
upon  this  point.    They  are  founded  in  reason,  and 
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Bams 

V. 

Webb. 
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ought  not  to  be  departed  from.  The  evidence  of  the 
truth  of  the  words  proved  to  have  been  spoken  by 
the  defendant  cannot  be  admitted  under  the  genieral 
issue. 


Daniel  Kinne,  Appellant^ 

against 
Samuel  Plumb,  Appellee. 

Samuel  Miller  and  Elnathan  Keyes^  for  appellee. 
Daniel  Chxpman  and  Wm.  C.  Harringtony  for  ap- 
pellant. 

THIS  was  an  action  of  assumpsit^  brought  by  ap- 
peal from  Chittenden  County  Court.  At  this  term, 
MxUer  and  Keyes^  for  the  appellee,  filed  the  following 
motion : 


The  County 
Courts  are  not 
empowered  to 
compel  a  par- 
ty under  a  ge- 
neral rule  to 
appear  and  an- 
swer to  a  new 
declaration  af- 
ter the  files 
have  been  lost. 


Kinne,  appellant^ 

V. 

Plumb,  appellee. 


Chittenden  County,  Supreme 
Court  of  Judicature,  January 
term,  A.  D.  1801. 


The  said  Samuel  Phimb  moves  the  Court  here  to 
dismiss  the  said  action  from  the  docket  of  the  Court, 
for  that  it  appears  from  the  files,  that  said  action  was 
irregularly  commenced  before  the  County  Court,  in 
that  the  same  declaration  was,  by  an  order  of  the 
said  County  Court, .  and  without  the  consent  of  the 
said  Samuel  Plumb,  filed  in  Court  against  him  the 
'Said  Samuel  Plumb,  without  any  service  or  notice 
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irtMlever ;  and  that  the  said  Cotinty  Court  ordered  Kinne 
the  said  SamuePs  attorney  to  appear  and  plead  in  said  Plumb. 
action,  or  to  sutkr  a  default  thereon ;  whereby  the  — — ^ 
said  Samuel  was  compelled  to  appear  and  answer  to 
said  action  to  prevent  judgment  by  default  being 
rendered  against  him.  And  so  the  said  Samuel  says 
the  County  Court  had  no  jurisdiction  of  said  action. 
Wherefore  the  said  Samuel  prays  a  rule  may  be 
granted  upon  fF.  C.  Harrington^  Esquire,  attorney 
to  the  said  Daniel  Kinne^  to  shew  cause  why  the  said 
action  should  not  be  dismissed,  and  that  he  may  have 
his  costs.     By 

Keyes  and  ATillei'. 

It  was  admitted,  that  the  declaration  was  filed  in 
the  County  Court,  under  the  following  rule  of  said 
Court,  and  was  conf(H*mable  thereunto  : 

RULE  OF  THE  COUNTY  COURT. 

Chittenden  County  Courts  September  Tcrm^  1797. 

In  all  causes  where  the  files  in  any  action  in  this 
Court  are  or  shall  be  lost,  the  plaintiff's  attorney  shall 
have  leave  to  file  a  new  declaration,  on  affidavit, 
stating  that  he  cannot  find  them  with  the  Clerk  of 
Ac  Court,  or  learn  where  they  are,^  and  that  the  de- 
claration  which  he  moves  for  leave  to  file,  does,  to 
his  best  knowledge  and  belief,  set  fortii  the  same 
cause  of  action,  and  in  the  same  form  as  was  set  forth 
in  the  declaration  so  lost  as  aforesaid. 

Smith,  Judge,  recited  memoriter  the  decision  of  a 
case  in  this  Court  last  term,  Bennington  County  :    A. 
entered  an  action  against  B.  in  Bennington  County 
I 
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Court.  After  several  imparlances^  the  files  were 
missing  under  such  circumstances  as  induced  a  belief 
that  the  defendant  had  eloigned  them.  The  Counlj 
Court  made  an  especial  rule,  authorising  the  plaintiff 
to  file  a  new  declaration,  which  was  done.  Defendant 
refused  to  answer  to  it,  and  instructed  his  attorney  tar 
withdraw  his  appearance.  The  County  Court  ren- 
dered  judgment  by  default.  Defendant  brought  his 
writ  of  error.  The  whole  proceedings  of  the  County 
Court  were  certified  up.  The  Supreme  Court  re- 
versed the  judgment  rendered  in  the  Court  below, 
ond  it  was  the  united  opinion  of  the  Judges  of  the 
Supreme  Bench,  tliat  the  County  Court  had  no  power 
to  make  such  rule. 


Vermont  Stat 
vol.  1.  p.  60. 
8.  19. 


Vh-rnont  Stat. 
\ol.  1.  p.  61. 
s.  24. 


Chipman,  for  appellant,  insisted,  that  the  rule  of 
the  County  Court,  under  which  the  plaintiff  Kinne 
filed  the  declaration  on  the  loss  of  the  original  files, 
was  warranted  and  rendered  valid  by  the  statute, 
which  authorises  the  Supreme  and  several  County 
Courts  to  make  all  necessary  rules  for  the  orderly 
practice  in  their  several  Courts,  provided  tliat  such, 
rules  be  not  "repugnant  to  the  constitution  or  laws  of 
the  State. 

This  rule  cannot  be  repugnant  to  either.  True, 
the  same  statute  directs  by  what  process  defendants 
shall  be  brought  into  Court,  and  how  such  process 
shall  be  served.  In  this  case  the  statute  was  com- 
plied with,  and  the  parties  in  Court ;  the  files  were 
then  lost.  This  is  a  case  not  indeed  contemplated  by 
the  statute,  a  castis  omissus^  and  is  well  provided  for 
by  the  rule  of  the  County  Court.  But  it  is  sufiicient 
in  tliis  case  for  the  plaintiff,  tliat  the  filing  of  this  de- 
daration  is  warranted  by  the  practice  of  the  Courts  of 
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Mammon  law  in  England^  which  practice  is  surely  not       Kinae 
set  aside  by  any  statute  oF  the  State.  On  tlie  contrary        Piumb. 
the  whote  body  erf  the  English  common  law  is  adopt-  "^"^^J^J^ 
cd  sub  modo^  or  with  certain  restrictions.    In  support  vol  i.  p.  s\. 
of  which  practice,  he  cited  Lilly^s  Entries,  vol.  2.  p. 
5522.  CUtheroe  v.  Franklin.  In  this  cause  it  appeared 
to  the  Court  of  C.  B.  upon  affidavit,  that  the  verdict 
was  given   for  the  tenant,    and  judgment  thereon 
signed;    but  the  pastea,    with  the  wTit  of  habeas 
<orfH)ra  juratorumj  and  the  panel  thereto  annexed, 
was  by  misfortune  lost.    It  was  ordered  that  the  like 
record  should  be  engrossed,  and  that  a  habeas  corpora 
be  made  anew  and  returned,  and  a  verdict  on  tlic 
postea  be  returned  by  the  associate  of  the  Lord  Chief 
Justice  of  the  Court,  and  that  judgment  be  entered 
thereon  according  to  the  verdict. 

He  also  cited  Str.  Rep.  vol.  1.  p.  14  L  edit.  1781. 
King,  qui  tain,  v.  Bolton. 

The  defendant  having  brought  error  in  Parliament^ 
tlie  record  was  ti'anscribcd,  and,  as  it  was  carrying  to 
the  House  of  Lords,  the  orij^inal  was  picked  out  of  the 
officer's  pocket.  The  House  of  Lords  received  the 
transcript  without  examining  it,  and  the  Court  of 
B.  R.  ordered  a  new  entry  to  be  made,  4nd  the  judg- 
ment of  the  King's  Bench  was  affirmed  in  Vjcc- 
liament. 

Mr.  Chipman  further  observed,  that  the  decision 
of  the  Supreme  Court,  cited  by  the  Assistant  Judge, 
he  humbly  conceived  was  not  in  point,  as  that  deci- 
sion was  grounded  upon  an  especial  rule^  apparently 
made  to  apply  to  a  particular  case ;  but  because  the 
County  Court  had  no  power  to  make  such  especial 
rule,  non  constat  they  may  not  make  general  rules  for 
the  orderly  practice  of  their  Court,  as  provided  by 
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Kinnc        the   Statute,     Indeed    the  statute  provides    merely 
Plumb.       for  gencml  rules. 


S.  AfiUeTy  for  the  appellee.  The  statute  directs 
tliat  the  declaration  shall  be  sent  out  with  the  writ ; 
that  service  shall  be  made  in  all  cases  twelve  days 
before  the  sitting  of  the  Court  to  which  it  is  made 
retiu-nable.  These  requisitions  of  the  statute  must 
be  complied  with,  or  the  judgment  will  be  erro- 
neous ;  or  rather,  all  the  subsequent  proceedings  will 
be  irregular  and  void. .  That  these  requisites  have 
been  complied  with,  can  be  shewn  by  matter  of  re- 
cord only.  In  this  case,  it  cannot  appear  that  these 
statute  requisitions  have  htcn  complied  witli.  What 
then  is  the  operation  of  the  process  in  the  County 
Court  ?  Plainly  this :  To  compel  a  defendant  to 
answer  to  a  declaration  filed  against  him  in  Court 
without  any  previous  preparation  or  notice.  This  is 
directly  repugnant  to  the  statute,  which  requires  that 
the  defendant  shall  have  twelve  days  notice  of  the 
declaration  before  the  sitting  of  the  Court.  The  rule 
of  Court,  then,  on  which  the  proceedings  are  founded, 
must  be  void,  and  of  course  all  the  proceedings 
grounded  upon  the  rule. 

The  decisions  cited  from  the  authorities  were 
founded  on  the  English  statutes  of  jeofails,  which 
are  broader  than  ours ;  of  course  those  decisions  can 
have  no  weight.  Besides,  if  the  rule  of  the  County 
Court  be  repugnant  to  the  laws  of  the  State,  it  must 
be  void.  In  this  view  of  the  subject  we  have  only 
to  compare  the  rule  with  the  statute.  The  repug- 
nancy is  manifest. 

To  notice  more  particularly  the  cases  cited  from 
the  English  books.     We  observe,  that  the  cause  of 
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Mng^  qui  taWf  v*  Bolton^  wns  in  prohibition.  In  Kixm© 
that  cause  it  appears,  that  after  the  plaintiff  had  de-  Phimb. 
Glared  in  prohibition,  judgment   against  him,  and  " 

^vrit  of  error  brought  by  him  in  Parliament,. in  carry- 
ing up  to  the  House  of  Lords  a  transcript,  together 
with  the  original  record,  the  latter  was  picked  from  , 

the  pocket  of  the  clerk  ;  the  transcript  was  read  in 
Parliament  without  examination  and  comparison 
with  the  original,  as  is  the  practice  in  such  cases  ; 
the  Lords  proceeded,  and  affirmed  the  judgment. 
After  a  final  judgment  and  decision  of  the  cause,  on 
the  writ  of  error  application  was  made  to  the  Court  of 
King's  Bench  to  file  the  proceedings  de  novo  to  sup- 
port the  judgment ;  and  by  statute  the  Judges  in  £n^ 
gland  are  empowered  to  amend  in  support  of  judg- 
ments ;  but  in  the  construction  of  this  and  all  other 
statutes  of  jeofail,  they  never  create,  and  have  ever 
bome  u  ritten  document  to  amend  by.  In  this  case 
there  ^vas  the  copy  or  transcript  of  the  process  to 
amend  by.  Thus,  by  our  practice,  should  the  copies 
brought  into  this  Court  by  appeal  be  lost,  this  Court 
would  allow  them  to  be  supplied  by  a  new  transcript. 
The  files  and  records  of  the  County  Court  would  re*- 
main  to  amend  by. 

In  the  case  of  Clithero  v.  Franklin,  where  the  Aa- 
beas  corpora  verdict  and  postea  were  lost,  there  was 
the  writ,  declaration  and  process  still  left.  There  was 
the  Judges'  notes  to  amend  by,  as  well  as  the  oath  ojf 
the  Clerk.  The  habeas  corpora  is  to  be  compared  to 
our  venire ;  tlie  verdict,  as  with  us.  Should  our 
Clerk  neglect  to  enter  the  verdict,  or  lose  it  when  re- 
turned on  paper  as  in  civil  causes,  it  might  at  any 
time  before  the  ending  of  the  term,  be  supplied  from 
after  recollection;  yet  the  writ  and  process  couU 
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Kitme  never  be  thus  supplied.  There  is  this  principle  in 
Ftumb.  botfi  cases  eked ;  theit  was  something  to  amend  by. 
;  In  the  present  case,  there  was  nothing  to  supply  the 
loss  of  the  files  but  a  partial  amendment,  supplying 
merely  the  declaration  without  meme  process,  bail, 
or  subsequent  pleadings,  and  that  declaraticm  sup- 
plied fi-om  the  mere  recollection,  and  supported  by 
the  affidavit  of  the  attorney  to  one  party,  and  forced 
upon  the  other  party. 

The  Chief  Judge  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
Court. 

The  County  Court  were  ndt  authorised  to  make 
such  rule.  The  statute  points  out  the  mode  of  is* 
suing  and  serving  i»x)cess.  This  is  a  case  unpro- 
vided for  by  law.  A  practice  under  such  rule,  which 
authorises  the  plaintiff's  attorney  to  file  such  declara- 
tion, would  .open  a  door  for  contest.  Considering 
this  cause  as  irregularly  before  the  County  Court, 
they  having  no  jurisdiction,  this  Court  have  not  the 
cause  regularly  before  them,  and  tha*efore  it  must 
be  fUsmissed. 

Rule  made  absolute. 

Miller  then  moved  the  Court  for  costs,,  agreeably 
to  his  motion  filed.  He  argued,  that  the  proceed- 
ings under  the  rule  in  the  County  Court  were  com- 
pulsory ;  that  the  irregularity  of  these  proceedings 
was  the  fault  of  the  original  plaintiff^  and  not  the 
laches  of  the  defendant ;  that  this  is  similar  to  a 
case  on  a  judgment  in  favour  of  a  plea  in  abatement 
to  the  jurisdiction  of  a  Court  where  costs  are  taxed ; 
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Tlie  Chief  Judge  mentioned  a  cause  before  this 
Court,  decided  in  Windsor  Count}%  where  an  appeal 
was  taken  from  an  order  of  amendment  in  the  County 
Court.  The  Court  decided  s^;ainst  the  appeal.  On 
the  motion  for  costs,  the  Court  refenred  the  appellee 
to  the  bonds  given  below  to  prosecute  the  appeal  to 
effect. 

The  Court  took  time  to  advise;  and  now,  on  the 
tenth  day  of  the  term, 

The  Chief  Judge  delivered  the  opinion  of  tiie 
Court. 

This  case  is  distinguishable  from  a  plea  to  the  ju- 
risdiction, as  in  that  case  there  is  original  process ; 
in  the  present  case  no  original  process  upon  which 
costs  can  be  predicated. 

The  cause  is  dbmissed  without  costs. 

Note.  By  an  act  of  tlie  Legislature,  passed  Ab- 
vember  lOth,  A.  D.  1807,  provision  is  made  to  sup* 
ply  the  deficiency  of  files  "  lost,  mislaid,  or  destroy- 
ed."   Fid.  Vermont  Stat.  vol.  L  p,  114. 


that  the  plaintiff  ought  not  to  allege  the  irregularity  Kione 
of  his  own  process  as  an  excuse  for  the  payment  of  pinmb. 
costs.  ■ 
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Fkcit 

▼. 

SUnton. 


Jab£z  G.  Fitch  against  Joshua  Stantox. 


IN  ERROR.    Plaintiff  in  error  nonsuited. 


fVniofif  Stat, 
vol.  I,  p.  57. 


VermMt  Stat 

vol.1,  p.  987. 


S.  Millery  for  defendant  in  error.  The  plaintiff' 
behw  moved  tlie  Court  tliat  he  might  tax  in  the  bill 
of  costs,  now  recovered  by  defendant  in  error,  an 
item  containing  the  officer's  fees  for  the  return  of  the 
original  execution;  which  writ  of  execution  had 
been  superseded  by  the  writ  of  error.  He  read  the 
8th  section  of  the  act  entitled,  An  act  constituting 
the  Supreme  Court  of  Judicature,  &c.  "  And  the 
Supreme  Court  of  Judicature  shall  have  power  to 
examine,  reverse,  or  affirm  any  judgment  in  civil  ac- 
tioTO  rendered  in  any  County  Court  upon  a  vmX  of 
error ;  which  writ  of  error  any  Judge  of  the  Supreme 
Court  shall  have  power  to  allow  and  sign,  and,  on 
allowance  of  such  writ  of  error  as  aforesaid,  shall  take 
good  and  sufficient  security  that  the  plaintiff  in  error 
shall  prosecute  his  vmt  to  effect,  and  answer  all  cb- 
mages  and  costs.  If  he  fail  to  make  his  plea  good, 
and  if,  on  such  writ  of  errof,  the  former  judgment 
shall  be  affirmed,  the  Court  shall  adjudge  to  the  de- 
fendant or  defendants  in  error,  just  damages  for  the 
delay  occasioned  by  sych  writ,  and  single  or  double 
costs,  at  their  discretion." 

He  also  read  a  clause  from  the  fee  bill,  regulating 
the  fees  for  sheriffs,  &c.  returning  writs  of  execution. 
He  argued,  that  this  item  for  officers'  fees  for  return- 
ing a  superseded  execution,  although  not  stricdy 
within  the  letter,  came  fully  within  the  spirit  of  the 
law }  that  the  manifest  intention  of  the  Legislature 
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was  to  give  all  real  damages,  and  something  as  smart  Rtdk 
money,  to  the  defendant  in  error,  to  prevent  delay  in  Stanton. 
the  collection  of  debts ;  that,  allowing  this  item  to  be  — *— — 
unprovided  for  by  the  statute,  yet  an  officer  having 
an  execution  in  his  hands  unlevied,  and  the  same 
l^ing  superseded  by  a  writ  of  error,  it  became  his 
duty  to  return  the  writ  to  the  Court  from  whence  it 
issued,  with  his  reasons  for  not  levying  the  same  in- 
dorsed; for  until  the  execution  be  returned,  the 
plaintiff  below  can  obtain  no  aUas,  which  might  issue 
upon  the  affirmation  of  judgment,  or  nonsuit  of  the 
plaintiff  in  error.  It  has  likewise  been  decided,  that 
the  officer  is  liable  to  an  action  for  neglecting  to  re- 
turn such  execution ;  therefore  if  the  officer  is  in  fact 
placed  in  this  situation  by  the  writ  of  error,  that  he  is 
compelled  to  return  the  execution,  and  there  is  no 
other  mode  pointed  out  by  the  statute  for  him  to 
obtain  his  fees  for  such  service,  the  Court  ^^-ill  be 
inclined  to  allow  them  imder  their  discretionary 
power. 

By  the  Court.  The  fee  bill  does  not  empower  tlie  An  officer  can. 
officer  to  charge  such  fees  to  the  original  plaintiff ;  "^^  charge  fees 
and  if  he  is  not  liable  to  pay  the  officer's  fees,  he  can-  execution  atay- 
not  claim  them  of  the  defendant,  or  ought  they  to  be  a^«  m  writ  «f 
included  in  the  damages.  The  item  for  officer's  fees 
for  return  of  the  writ  of  execution  issued  from  the 
Court,  cannot  be  taxed. 
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King  and  Bar- 
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Job  Bofktok,  Appellee, 
against  * 

Gideon  King  and  Eti  Barnard,  Appellants*. 


It  b  a  i^eneral 
nik,  that  travel 
and  attendance 
•hall  be  taxed 
for  all  defend- 
anta   in  ejact- 


EJECTMENT-   Verdict,  defendants  not  guilty. 

Amos  Marshy  for  the  defendants. 

In  this  cause  the  opinion  of  the  Court  was  re- 
quired*  Shall  travel  and  attendance  be  taxed  for 
each  of  the  defendants  ? 


By  the  Court  It  is  a  general  rule,  that  travel  and 
attendance  shall  be  separately  taxed  for  all  the  de- 
fendants in  ejectment^  unless  some  especial  cause  be 
shewn  to  the  contrarv. 


Samuel  Mix  against  Joel  Whitlock. 


JElnathan  Keyes  and  Daniel  Chipmany  for  plaintiC 
IFm*  C.  Harrington,  for  defendant. 

The  rate^     THIS  was  an  action  of  ejectment  brought  to  re- 

— cceaanr  to  be  ^  ^ 

produced  to  cover  the  possesfiicm  of  Lot  No.  75,  on  the  South 
He  under  the  HerOy  drawn  to  the  right  of  James  Hopkins^  an  ori- 
a^ooo  doOara  ^^^  grantee  under  the  charter  made  by  the  govern* 

ment  of  the  State. 
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The  cause  went  to  the  Jury  under  the  general        Mis 

issue.  WhiUock 


Keyes  stated,  that  in  support  of  the  plaintiff's  title 
he  should  rely  upon  the  proceedings  and  deed  of  the 
constable,  ex  officio  collector  of  South  Heroj  who  had 
legally  granted  the  lands  described  in  the  declaration 
to  the  plaintiff's  ancestor,  under  the  authority  of  an  •  ^ 
act  passed  November  3d,  A.  D.  1791,  entitled,  ^^  An  vtmum  Sut 
act  for  the  purpose  of  raising  thirty  thousand  dollars."  '^  2.  pw  237. 

He  then  read  a  charter  issued  by  the  Governor  of 
the  State,  conformable  to  law,  dated  27th  October^ 
1779,  granting  the  islands  in  Lake  Champhin^  called 
the  Two  Heroes,  to  certain  associates,  among  whom 
the  name  of  James  Hopkins  was  inserted. 

He  then  offered  in  evidence  a  deed  executed  by 
Isaac  Adams,  constable  and  collector  of  South  Hero, 
conveying  the  first  division  of  the  original  right  of 
James  HopkinSy  original  grantee  in  South  Hero,  to 
Charles  Lafflin. 

Harrington,  for  the  defendant,  objected  to  this  deed 
being  read  in  evidence,  as  the  grantor  had  not  in  the 
deed  either  recited  his  proceedings  at  large,  or  set 
forth  that  he  had  in  all  things  pursued  the  directions 
ef  the  statute. 

E.  Keyes,  i(x  plaintiff,  admitted  this  to  be  neces- 
sary, unless  he  could  shew  the  requisite  proceedings 
from  the  doings  of  the  constable.  He  then  read  a 
warrant  in  usual  form  from  the  Treasurer  of  the  State, 
directed  to  the  constaUe  of  South  Hero,  commanding 
him  to  collect  a  tax  of  one  halfpenny  on  each  acre  of 
land  in  South  Hero,  pursuant  to  the  statute  above 
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*••«         mentioned,  and  was  proceeding  to  read  in  evidence 

whitiock.     certain  public  newspapers  to  prove  the  publication 
"    of  the  tax  agreeably  to  the  requirement  of  the  act. 

U(irringto?ty  for  the  defendant,  contended,  that 
previous  to  the  reading  these  publications  to  the 
Jury,  it  was  incumbent  upon  the  plaintiff  to  exhibit 
the  rate-bill  required  by  the  act  to  be  made  out  by 
the  selectmen,  and  delivered  to  the  constable  as  col- 
lector. He  read  part  of  the  first  section  of  tlie  act, 
n^ich  enacts, 

"  That  upon  receipt  of  the  Treasurer  of  the  State's 
warrant,  the  constables  shall  give  notice  to  tlie  select- 
men of  their  respective  towns,  who  shall  on  or  before 
the  first  day  of  Marchj  1793,  make  out  and  deliver 
to  such  constable  a  rate-billy  containing  a  list  of  all 
the  lands  in  such  town  held  in  severaltv,  and  the 
number  of  acres  contained  in  each  lot,  and  the  range 
in  which  it  lies,  or  the  division  to  which  it  was  drawn 
or  pitched,  and  the  tax  to  be  paid  on  the  same ;  and 
where  there  arc  undivided  lands  in  such  towns,  the 
said  selectmen  shall,  under  their  oath  of  office,  make 
an  estimate  of  the  quantity  of  land  so  undivided  to 
the  Ixst  of  their  judgment,  which,  together  with  all 
other  lands  in  such  towns,  they  shall  form  into  onr 
general  list,  and  return  an  attested  copy  thereof  on  or 
before  the  first  day  of  November  f  then  J  next  follow- 
ing to  the  Treasurer  of  the  State ;  and  the  selectmen 
shall  assess  each  landholder  or  proprietor  for  the 
quantity  which  they  respectively  own,  both  divided 
and  undivided,  in  one  sum  annexed  to  their  names 
respectively ;  and  when  any  land*owner  or  proprietor 
shall  pay  his  proportion  of  said  tax,  it  shall  be  the 
dutv  of  said  constable  to  make  an  indorsement  on  his 
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PoieMUj  of  the  name  of  the  person  so  paying  the  tax,         Mix 
and  their  lands  shall  thereupon  be  discharged  there-     Whitiock. 
fix)m ;  and  if  the  sum  assessed  shall  not  be  paid  on  or  — — — 
before  the  fu^t  day  of  September^  1793,  such  consta- 
ble shall  give  notice  by  advertisement  in  all  the  news- 
papers printed  in  this  State,"  &c. 

Daniel  Chipmarty  for  the  plaintiflT,  insisted  that  it 
was  not  necessar}'  to  produce  the  rate-bill  as  any  part 
of  the  evidence  to  support  the  plaintiflF's  title.  The 
warrant  from  the  State  Treasurer  was  in  itself  the 
sole  and  complete  commission  for  the  proceedings  of 
the  constable,  in  which  no  direction  was  given  to  the 
constable  to  apply  to  the  selectmen  for  such  rate^biU. 
He  conceded  that  it  was  the  selectmen's  duty  to  as- 
sess, and  that  they  might  be  indicted  for  nonfeasance ; 
yet  if  such  assessment  or  rate-bill  was  not  made,  it 
would  not  defeat  the  plaintiff's  title,  as  the  object  of 
such  assessment  was  not  the  benefit  of  the  landholder 
or  proprietor,  but  merely  the  convenience  of  the  con- 
stable or  collector,  pointing  out  the  portions  or  di- 
visions in  which  he  might  vend  the  land.  He  argued, 
that  if  the  Legislature  had  contemplated  the  assess- 
ment or  rate- bill  as  constituting  any  link  in  the  chain 
of  tide  to  lands  vended  under  the  act,  they  would 
have  directed  it  to  be  recorded  in  some  public  depo- 
sit, to  which  the  feoffee  of  the  land  under  the  vendue 
might  at  all  times  have  had  access. 

Harrington^  for  the  defendant,  in  repljr,  contended^ 
that  when  a  common  law  right  is  defeated  by  statute 
operation,  such  statute  ought  to  be  pursued  strictly ; 
that  though  it  might  be  true  that  the  Treasurer's 

5 


34  CHITTENDEN  CQUNTY, 

Mix        warrant  did  not  direct  the  constable  to  apply  to  the 
whitiock.      selectmen  for  the  rate-bill,  yet  the  same  warrant  rc- 
'  ferred  to  tlie  act,  was  itself  a  creature  of  the  act,  and 

in  connection  with  it  constituted  the  constable's 
power  to  vend  the  lands  of  delinquents ;  tliat  by  the 
act  the  constable's  application  to  the  selectmen  for  a 
rate-bill  became  so  necessary,  that  he  could  not 
proceed  in  his  duty  without  it ;  that  the  assessment 
and  rate-bill  were  equally  a  convenience  to  the  land- 
holder or  proprietor  as  to  the  constable  or  collector, 
furnishing  an  indisputable  statement  of  what  the 
former  had  to  pay  and  the  latter  to  collect ;  that  there 
is  no  deposit  of  record,  for  the  rate-bill  provided  by 
the  act  is  correct ;  but  it  is  not  more  necessary  to  re- 
cord the  rate-bill  than  the  proceedings  of  the  vendue, 
which  it  is  undoubtedly  necessary  to  produce  in  sup- 
port of  the  plaintiff's  title  ;  but  it  appears  there  is  a 
provision  made  in  the  statute,  that  the  selectmen 
should  forward  an  attested  copy  of  the  assessment 
and  rate-bill  to  the  Treasurer  of  the  State,  which 
might  be  resorted  to  in  cases  of  exigency. 

By  tlie  Court.  The  rate-bill  must  be  produced  in 
evidence.  It  constitutes  in  this  case  an  essential  part 
of  the  plaintiff's  title. 

Xet/es  then  moved  for  a  continuance  of  the  cause, 
alleging,  that  the  plaintiff  had  subpoenaed  the  con- 
stable  with  a  duces  tecum,  commanding  him  to  bring 
with  him  his  proceedings  under  the  act ;  that  the  con- 
stable was  present,  but  had  unfortunately  omitted  to 
bring  the  rate-bill,  and  it  operated  a  surprise  upon 
his  client. 
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Mix 

V. 


By  the  Court,     Let.the  cause  be  continued.    And 
the  Clerk  make  a  docket  minute,  that  the  plaintiff     whitiock. 
tax  no  costs  for  the  present  term.  ~ 


Asa  Porter  against  John  Russell  andLEON ard 
Hodges,  Trustees  of  Samuel  Gott. 

PLAINTIFF  nonsuited. 


frm.  C.  Harringtoriy  attorney  to  the  Trustees,  where  seyeni 
now  moved,  that  the  travel  and  attendance  of  each  tonally  attend. 
of  th^  Trustees  should  be  taxed.  wd^attenSnos 

may  be  taxeiL 

By  the  Court.  If  both  Trustees  personally  at- 
tended, let  the  travel  and  attendance  of  each  be 
ta:(ed. 


CASES 

DETERMINED  IN  THE 

SUPREME  COURT  OF  JUDICATURE 

or    THB 

STATE  OF  VERMONT. 


ADDISON  COUNTY,  JANUARY  TERM, 

A.  D.  1801. 


EJ\rOCH  WOODBRIDGEy  Chief  Judge. 

,-^  .-    ^  '      f  ^9si9tant  Judges. 

M)AH  SMITH,  5  ^ 


State  against  J.  N.  B. 


A  woman  di-      INDICTMENT    for   forgery.      Defendant   ar^ 
euiomatrimonii  raigncd.     Plea,  not  guilty.     Trial  by  the  countr}% 

is  a  competent 
witness  upon  an 

jLtstTr  for-      ^rtiel  Chipman^  Esquire,  State  Attorney,  in  sup- 
mer  baron  for  pQ^  of  the  indictment,  offered  to  adduce  as  a  wit- 

a  forifery  com-  * 

mittcd  daring  ness,  Mrs.  fF.  formerly  wife  to  the  prisoner  at  the 

bar,  who  had  been  legally  divorced  a  vinculo  matrix 
numiif  and  afterwards  intermarried  with  D.  fF.  to 
prove  the  forgery  said  to  have  been  committed  during 
the  coverture  of  her  former  husband. 


S.  MtUeTy  Esquire,  counsel  for  the  prisoner,  ob- 
^cted  to  the  competency  of  the  witness.     There  is 
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no  law  better  established,  and  more  generally  known,        sute 
than  tliat  husband  and  wife  cannot  be  witnesses  for       j  n.  b. 
or  against  each  other  ;  the  principle  of  this  law  is  also  ' 

well  known,  and  universally  approved — even  the  pre- 
servation of  family  peace.  The  only  question  which 
can  arise  is,  does  a  separation  by  divorce  give  a  com- 
petency to  either  husband  or  wife  to  testify  against 
each  other  concerning  any  event  which  happened 
during  coverture  ?  Admitting  the  affirmative  to  be 
law  would  be  as  fatally  destructive  to  family  concord 
as  to  permit  either  of  the  conjugal  parties  to  testify 
against  the  other  during  coverture.  The  language 
of  inspiration  is,  "  They  shall  be  one  flesh,"  The 
language  of  the  law,  they  shall  have  one  inseparable 
interest ;  and  it  is  essential  to  connubial  quiet,  that 
married  pairs  should  be  impressed  with  the  opinion, 
that  at  no  future  period  of  their  lives  this  interest  can 
be  severed.  If  a  man  should  have  an  adulterous 
wife,  and  apply  for  a  divorce,  must  he  anticipate,  that 
in  addition  to  the  mortification  and  disgrace  of  break- 
ing up  his  family,  he  is  to  be  exposed  to  the  vindictive 
testimony  of  a  bad  woman,  who  perhaps,  incited  by 
her  seducer,  might  brand  as  criminal  the  most  inno- 
cent of  his  actions  during  coverture  ? 

A  divorce  a  vinculo  matrimonii^  it  is  true,  severs 
the  interest  of  the  married.  So  does  a  divorce 
e  mensa  et  thoro ;  yet  the  books  are  full,  that  a 
wife  under  such  circumstances  cannot  be  admitted 
to  testify  against  her  husband.  Death  operates  a 
fatal  divorce  :  but  a  widow  cannot  be  admitted  as  a 
witness  to  prove  the  illegitimacy  of  a  child  bom 
during  coverture^ 
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Sutc  Mr.  Attorney  rose  to  replj',  but  was  interrupted 

J.  n!  b.       bv  the  Court. 


There  is  no  legal  disability  in  the  witness.  Let 
her  be  sworn.  You  may  argue  against  her  credit 
bility  to  the  Jury. 


John  Doe,  ex  dem.  James  Forbes,  Appellee, 

against 

PqiLip  Smith  and  Solomon  Barnum,  Tenants, 

Appellants. 

Decision  under      EJECTMENT.     This  was  an  action  of  qect- 
bUshing  the  di-  ment  brought  to  recover  the  possession  of  Lot  No. 
rlXfoW  31,  in  the  third  division  of  lots  in  Shoreham,  laid  to 
shoreham.        ^jj^  original  right  of  James  Forbes^  junion     Com- 
mon rule  entered.     Lease,  entry,  and  ouster  con- 
fessed, and  the  cause  put  to  the  country  on  the  trial 
of  the  title  under  the  general  issue. 

S.  StorrSf  for  the  plaintiff,  in  support  of  tlie  title 
of  die  lessor  of  the  plaintiff,  read  the  charter  of  Shore- 
ham  J  dated  9th  October^  1761,  by  which  it  appeared, 
that  James  Forbes,  junior,  was  indorsed  as  original 
grantee. 

2dly.  A  deed  executed  by  James  Forbes^  junior, 
to  Isaac  Leachy  conveying  the  premises  in  fee,  dated 
12th  October,  1761. 

3dly,  A  deed  from  Isaac  Leach  to  the  lessor  of 
the  plaintiff,  dated  May  23d,  1787. 
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He  then  moved  to  introduce  certain  records  of  the         ^^ 


proprietors  of  Shoreham^  to  shew  that  the  land  de-     Smith  and 

scribed  in  the  declaration  was  severed  to  James  Leach^  ' 

junior.    He  stated,  that  the  doings  of  the  proprietors, 

as  exhibited  by  their  records,  were  not  in  pursuance 

of  the  then  existing  statutes.    To  remedy  tliis  defect, 

he  moved  to  read  the  following  act,  and  to  introduce  Passed  K09. 7, 

AD  1800. 

the  defective  records  under  the  provisions  of  it : 

"  An  act  establishing  the  division  of  lands  in  the 
town  of  Shoreham, 

"  Whereas  the  proprietors  of  the  town  of  Shoreham 
have  formerly,  in  proprietors'  meetings,  voted  several 
divisions  of  the  lands  in  said  town  into  severalty,  and 
the  proprietors  and  land-owners  in  said  town  have 
made  large  improvements  under  said  divisions,  and 
do  now  hold  all  their  lands  and  improvements  by 
virtup  of  the  same ;  and  whereas,  through  some  inac- 
curacies in  the  proceedings  in  making  said  divisions, 
or  in  the  proprietors'  Clerk  in  making  records  of  the 
same,  disputes  may  arise  respecting  the  illegality  of 
the  divisions  pitched  and  laid  out  in  said  town : 

"  Therefore  it  is  hereby  enacted,  &c.  that  the 
several  divisions  of  land  in  said  town,  whether  laid 
by  draft  or  pitches,  or  in  any  other  manner  heretofore 
agreed  upon  and  pursued  by  the  proprietors  in  tlieir 
meetings,  shall  be  considered  good  and  valid  in  law. 
Any  person  or  persons  concerned  in  the  trial  for  any 
lands  in  said  torvn,  are  hereby  empowered  to  give 
the  records  of  the  divisions  of  said  lands  in  evidence, 
the  same  as  though  they  had  been  made  in  a  legal 
manner,  any  law,  usage,  or  custom  to  the  contrajy 
notwithstanding. " 


<    • 
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Doe  Daniel  Chtpman^  for  appellants,  objected  to  this 

Smith  and     act  going  in   support  of  the  defective  records  on 

Bamum.         ^  - 

.„^..^^_..._  two  grounds : 

First.  That  the  act  was  in  itself  unconstitutional, 
and  dierefore  void ;  being  manifesdy  repugnant  to 
that  restrictive  clause  in  the  constitution  which  de- 
clares, that  the  General  Assembly  shall  pass  no  laws 
which  shall  have  a  retrospective  view. 

Secondly.  That  it  is  incumbent  in  the  plaintiff  to 
make  out  a  good  title  in  his  lessor  at  the  time  of  the 
commencement  of  his  suit.  It  appears  by  the  files^ 
that  the  present  action  was  instituted  at  the  Septem- 
ber term  of  the  County  Court,  1793 ;  that  this  act 
having  passed  since,  if  it  has  any  operation  upon 
this  suit,  it  must  be  retroactive,  confirming  a  title 
^vhich  was  defective  at  the  time  of  the  institution  of 
the  suit. 

S.  MiUery  for  the  appellee,  insisted,  that  the  act 
was  constitutional ;  that  almost  every  legislative  act 
might  in  one  view  be  considered  as  retrospective,  as 
almost  every  act  operated  more  or  less  upon  past 
contracts  and  proceedings.  He  instanced  the  act  for 
quieting  possessions,  commonly  called  the  quieting 
act.  This  act  had  passed  some  years  since,  had  been 
generally  acquiesced  in  by  the  people,  sanctioned  by 
the  decisions  of  the  State  Courts,  and  of  those  of  the 
United  States^  and  had  not  been  censured  as  uncon- 
stitutional by  several  councils  of  censors ;  and  yet 
that  act  was  flagrandy  retrospective,  doing  away  tres- 
.  passes  on  the  freehold,  and  giving  the  trespassers  a 
right ;  that  this  present  act  may  be  compared  to  a 
statute  declaring  the  mode  of  taking  testimony  after 
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the  ceMmencemeat  of  an  aetkxi.   Thk  would  be  in        i>oe 

V 

one  view  retro^>ective,  but  surely  not  repugnant  to  Smith  and 
the  constitution.  As  to  the  ins^plicability  of  the  act  *"^"'"' 
to  the  present  cause,  he  observed,  that  the  situation 
of  the  landholders  in  the  town  of  Shoreham  called 
loudly  for  legislative  interference ;  that  the  appel- 
lants, being  strangers,  ought  to  be  estopped  irom 
disputing  the  proceedings  of  the  proprietors  to  obtain 
the  peaceable  enjoyment  and  possession  of  their  own 
lands ;  tliat  the  dispute  in  diis  as  in  every  other  cause 
which  hath  or  may  arise  on  these  defective  records, 
must  be  considered  as  existing  from  the  origin  of 
these  records ;  and  if  the  act  cannot  in  this  case  con- 
firm  the  records  so  far  as  to  authorise  us  to  read 
tliem  in  evidence,  it  cannot,  in  any  action  hereafter 
to  be  commenced  5  and  so  the  act  cannot  have  ope- 
ration, which  would  be  an  absurd  and  inadmissible 
construction. 

Chief  Judge.  It  is  contended  by  the  appellant's 
counsel,  that  this  act  is  unconstitutional.  The  Court 
have  had  several  acts  of  this  kind  under  considera- 
tion, and  have  ever  considered  them  constitutional. 

It  is  further  contended,  that  the  act  does  not  reach 
the  present  case.  It  appears,  that  the  proprietors  of 
the  town  of  Shoreham  made  certain  divisions  of  their 
lands,  in  which,  for  a  length  of  time,  and  indeed  to 
the  present  day,  they  have  acquiesced ;  but  they 
found,  by  after  inspection,  that  the  records  of  their 
proceedings  were  not  pursuant  to  the  existing  sta- 
tutes, uniformly  agreeing  in  the  propriety,  although 
not  in  the  legality  of  such  divisions;  they  sought  le- 
gislative aid,  and  this  act  was  passed.  The  act  is 
f^emediaU  and  ought  so  to  be  construed  as  to  give  the 
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Hoe  >  remedy  intended.  'Vhe  act  does  not  declare  that  the 
Smith  und  records  may  be  given  in  evidence  in  any  action 
^™""''  '*  hereafter^'  to  be  commenced,  although  the  preaitl- 
ble  of  the  act  mentions  any  disputes  which  may  arisen 
yet  the  enacting  clause  manifestly  contemplates  ac- 
tions ^^ pendingy*^  "  ant/  persons  concerned  in  the  trial 
of  any  lands^^  &c. 

Let  the  act  and  the  records  of  the  proprietors  be 
read  to  the  Jurj% 

Hall  and  Smith,  Judges,  concurred. 


Verdict  for.plaintiff. 


S.  Miller  J  for  appellee. 
Daniel  C/iipman^  for  appellants< 


Benjamin  Sumner,  Reviewer, 

c^ainst 
Martha  Wentworth,  Reviewee. 

The  deed  of  a  COVENANT  broken.  Attach  Martha  Went* 
ccutcdToinUy  Worthy  of  Portsmouthy  County  of  Rockingham  and 
must*"be^!l^-'*  State  of  JVew-Bampshirey  to  answer  unto  Benjamin 
confomSf  SumneTy  of  Clairmonty  in  the  County  of  Cheshire 
with  the  statute  and  Same  State,  in  a  plea  of  covenant  broken, 
certifieti  af^ree-  wherein  the  said  Benjamin  declares,  that  at  Forts- 
ofthc^coimu^  ^outh  aforesaid,  on  the  first  day  of  October y  1781, 
^te^/^Mrif  *^  said  itfarfAa,  together  widi'Mchael  Wentworthy 
not,  the  core-  then  of  Said  Fortsmouthy  smce  deceased,  the  then 

Hants  in   such 

doed  are    not  bindings  on  the  feme  after  the  decease  of  her  haron. 


I 
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lawful  wedded  husband  of  the  said  Martha,  by  their      sumncr 
certain  deed,  commonly  called  a  deed-poll,  in  writing    wentworth. 
under  the  hands  and  seals  of  them  the  said  Michael  — *— — — 
and  Martha,  by  tliem  well  executed  and  authenti- 
cated  according  to  law,  bearing  date  the  day  and  year 
last  aforesaid,  for  and  in  consideration  of  the  sum  of    - 
one  hundred  and  forty  pounds,  the  then  current  mo- 
ney of  the  State  of  New-Hampshire,  equal  to  466 
dols.  67  cts.  of  the  current  money  of  the  United 
States^  paid  to  them  the  said  Michael  and  Martlw, 
did,  in  the  life-time  of  the  said  Michael,  and  while 
the  said  Martlia  was  a  feme  covert,  and  tlie  laNvful 
wife  of  the  said  Michael,  in  the  right  of  her  the  said 
Martha,  grant,  bargain,  sell,  aliene,  release,  convey 
and  confirm  unto  the  said  Benjamin  Sumner,  his  heirs 
and  assigns,  to  have  and  to  hold  in  fee-simple  a  cer- 
tain tract  or  parcel  of  land  in  New-Haven,  in  tlic 
County  ot  Addison  and  State  of  Ferment,  containing 
five  hundred  acres,  being  the  same  land  severed,  laid 
out,  and  reserved  to  the  right  of  the  late  Governor  of 
Nerw 'Hampshire,  Benning  Wentworth,  Esquire,  de- 
ceased,  as  original  grantee  in  said  township ;  which 
land  now  lies  in  the  City  of   Fergennes,   in  said 
County  of  Addison.     And  for  that  the  said  Martha, 
in  and  by  said  deed,  covenanted  to  and  with  the  said 
Benjamin  Sumner  to  warrant  and  defend  the  said 
granted  and  bargained  premises  against  all  claims  of 
any  person  claiming,  meaning  and  intending  claiming 
the  said  premises,  by,  from  or  under  them  the  said 
Michael  and  Martha,  or  the  said  Benning  fFent- 
worth.     And  now  the  said  Benjamin  Sumner  in  fact 
saith,  that  since  the  execution  and  delivery  of  said 
deed,  he  hath  been  ousted,  ejected,  and  expelled 
frpm  ^he  said  granted  premises  by  a  person  claiming 
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Suouier       the  satd  granted  premises  by,  from  and  under  the 

Wontworth.    Said  Bmning  Wentworth.    Wherefore  the  said  Mar- 

■ "  tha  hath  not  kept  her  said  covenant,  although  often 

thereunto  requested,  but  hath  altogether  broken  the 

same,  ad  damnum^  10,000  dollars. 

This  action  was  originally  entered  at  the  County 
Court,  ^dtfiion  County,  September  t^rm^  A.  D,  1797, 
and  was  continued,  by  agreement  of  parties,  to 
March  term,  A.  D.  1798 ;  when 

S,  Miller^  for  the  defendant,  moved  the  Court, 

that  the  defendant  might  remove  the  suit  for  trial 

into  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States^  to  be 

holden  at  fVindsory  within  and  for  the  District  of 

^oili^  %^'  r<?r;72OTf,  on  the  first  Monday  of  May,  A.  D.  1798, 

according  to  the  statute  law  of  the  United  States* 
entitled^  "  An  act  to  establish  the  Judicial  Courts  of 
the  United  States ;"  and  offered  bail,  &c.  pursuant  to 
such  statute.  Whereupon  the  County  Court  de- 
cided,^ that  the  defendant  take  nothing  by  her  mo- 
tion. 

And  now  the  said  Martha^  in  said  County  Court, 
by  S.  Miller y  her  attorney,  comes  and  defends,  &c« 
and  pleads  and  craves  oyer  of  the  deed  declared 
upon,  which  is  read  to  her  in  the  words  and  figures 
following,  to  wit : 

Know  all  men  by  these  presents.  That  we,  Michael 
Wentworthj  of  Portsmouth,  County  of  Rockingham 
and  State  of  New-Hampshkre,  Esquire,  and  Martha 
his  wife,  in  her  right,  for  and  in  consideration  of  one 
hundred  and  forty  pounds  to  us  in  hand  paid  before 
the  delivery  hereof,  by  Benjamin  Sumner^  of  Clair- 
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mont,  in  the  County  of  Cheshire,  gentkman,  the  re<  Samner 
ceipt  whereof,  we  do  liereby  acknowledge,  have  wentworth. 
panted,  bargained,  sold  and  released,  and  by  these 
presents  do  grant,  bargain,  seU  and  release,  aliene, 
convey  and  confirm  to  him  the  said  Benjamin  Sum* 
ner,  his  heirs  and  assigns  for  ever,  a  tract  of  land  ia 
JVew-Haven^  in  the  State  of  Vermont^  containing  five 
hundred  acres,  being  the  same  land  laid  out  to  the 
right  of  the  late  Governor  Benning  fFeniwortk, 
Esquire,  deceased,  as  original  grantee  in  said  town- 
ship,  in  the  County  of  Rutland*^  To  have  and  to 
hold  the  said  granted  and  bargained  premises,  with 
the  appurtenances  thereof,  to  him  the  said  Benjatnin 
Sumner^  his  heirs  and  assigns,  to  his  and  their  proper 
use,  benefit  and  behoof  for  ever,  hereby  engaging  to 
warrant  and  defend  the  said  granted  premises  against 
all  claims  and  demands  of  any  person  or  persons 
claiming  from,  by  or  under  us  or  the  s^d  Benning 
WentrwQTtlu 

In  witness  whereof  we  have  hereunto  set  our  hands 
and  seals  this  first  day  of  October^  A.  D.  1781. 

Michael  Wentworth.        (l.  s.) 
Martha  fVentworth.        (l.  s.) 

Signed,  sealed  and  delivered 
ia  presence  of 

George  Gains. 
John  Gilmore. 

•  At  the  time  of  the  execution  of  this  deed,  the  township  of 
MvhHdven  was  within  the  jurisdiction  of  Rutland  County. 
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Sumner  State  of  Ncw- Hampshire. 

Wentworth.        Rockitighaniy  ss,  Portsmouth,  December  9th,  1784. 

^'  Then  Michael  Wentworth  and  Martha  fFenttvorth 

his  wife  personally  appeared  before  me,  and  acknow- 
ledged the  above  instrument  by  them  subscribed  to, 
as  their  free  act  and  deed. 

George  Gain,  Just,  Pacis. 

Which  said  deed  being  read  and  heard,  she  the 
said  Martha  the  defendant  pleads  and  says,  that  the 
plaintiff's  declaration  and  matters  therein  contained, 
are  not  sufficient  in  law  for  the  said  Benjamin  Sumner 
to  have  and  maintain  his  said  action  thereof  against 
her  the  said  Martha,  and  that  she  hath  no  need,  nor 
is  she  bound  by  the  law  of  the  land  in  any  manner 
^  to  answer  the  same,  and  this  she  is  ready  to  verify. 
Wherefore,  for  want  of  a  sufficient  declaration  in  this 
behalf,  the  said  Martlia  prays  judgment  if  the  said 
Benjamin  ought  to  have  and  maintain  his  action 
thereof  against  her,  and  that  she  may  have  her  costs.   * 

By  Miller. 

And  the  said  Benjamin  Sumner  saith,  that  the  said 
declaration,  and  the  matters  therein  contained,  in 
manner  and  form  as  the  same  are  above  stated  and 
set  forth,  as  founded  and  counted  upon  the  deed  here 
exhibited  in  oyer,  are  sufficient  in  law  for  him  the 
said  Benjamin  to  have  and  maintain  his  aforesaid  ac- 
tion against  her  the  said  Martha.  Which  said  de- 
claration, and  the  matters  therein  contained,  in  matter 
and  form  as  the  same  are  above  stated  and  set  forth, 
he  the  said  Benjamin  Sumner  is  ready  to  verify  and 
prove,  as  the  Court  here  shall  direct  and  award. 
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Wherefore,  inasmuch  as  the  said  Martha  Wentworth      Sunaer 
hath  not  denied  the  said  declaration,  nor  hitherto  in    Wcntwortii* 
any  manner  answered  the  same,  or  the  matters  therein  '  '" 

contained,  he  the  said  Benjamin  prays  judgment,  and 
the  damages  by  him  sustained  on  occasion  of  the 
breach  of  the  covenant  in  said  declaration  mentioned, 
to  be  adjudged  to  him,  and  for  his  costs. 

By  Darius  and  Daniel  Chipman^ 
and  A.  Marsh. 

The  County  Court  continued  the  cause  to  advise ; 
and  at  their  April  adjourned  term,  A.  D.  1798,  ad- 
judged, that  the  declaration  is  suiEcient,  and  that 
plaintiff  recover  of  defendant  929  dols.  78  cts.  da- 
mages, and  his  costs. 

From  this  judgment  plaintiff  appealed  to  the  Su- 
preme Court, 

At  the  Supreme  Court,  after  imparlance,  the  de- 
fendant Martha  fFentworth  filed  the  following  plea 
and  notice : 

Addison  County,  Supreme  Court  of  Judicature, 
January  term,  A.  D.  1800. 

■ 

Benjamin  Sumner^  appellee, 

v. 
Martha  Wentworth^  appellant. 

T^e  notice,  that  the  counsel  for  Martha  fVent- 
worthy  in  the  cause  of  Benjamin  Sumner  against  her 
now  pending  in  diis  Court,  will,  by  leave  of  Court 
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jirst  had  imd  obtained,  waive  their  former  pkas  ki 
Wentwtxr^  Said  causc,  and  shall  rely  on  the  fbUowing,  and  tbit 
"■^"^■"^  notice  thereto  subjoined. 

MiUer  and  C  Smith. 
To  Daniel  Chipman  et  al. 
Counsel  for  Benfamin  Stunner. 

And  now  the  said  Martha  TFentworth  comes  and 
defends  the  force  and  injury  when,  &c,  and  says,  that 
the  said  deed-poll  in  the  said  declaration  mentioned, 
is  not  her  deed^  and  of  this  she  puts  herself  on  the 
country,  by 

Miller  and  C.  Smith* 

And  die  plaintiff  likewise,  by 

Daniel  Chipman^  A.  Marshy  and 
Squires. 


Vermont  St&t 
Tol.  I.  p.  95. 
s.  98. 


The  counsel  for  the  said  Benjamin  Sumner  will 
take  notice,  tiiat  the  counsel  for  the  said  Martha 
fVefitworth,  in  the  above  action,  under  the  issue 
aforesaid,  agreeably  to  the  statute  in  such  case  made 
and  provided,  will  give  in  evidence, 

1st.  That  at  Portsmouth  aforesaid,  to  wit,  at  Jlfid- 
dlebury^  in  the  County  of  Addison^  on  the  fourteenth 
day  of  November^  A.  D.  1785,  the  said  Michael 
fFentworth  conveyed  in  fee  to  the  said  Benjamin 
Sumner  two  other  original  rijrhts  or  shares  of  land^ 
one  being  in  the  township  of  Middlebury  aforesaid, 
of  which  land  the  said  Benning  JVentworth  was  ori- 
ginal proprietor,  in  full  satisfaction  of  all  demands 
he  the  said  Benjamin  had  or  might  have,  in  and  by 
virtue  of  the  deed  read  to  her  on  oyer  as  aforesaid, 
and  the  said  Benjamin  then  and  there  received  the 
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^d  co&veyances  in  full  aadsfii^tion  of  all  demands      fiamne^ 
he  the  said  Benjamin  had  or  might  Iiave  in  and  by    weatw  *r\h. 
virtue  of  said  deed,  upon  which  said  Benjamin  hath  — — — — ~ 
declared. 

2dly.  That  the  said  Benjamin  Sumner^  in  the  year 
1785,  had  knowledge  that  the  said  Bennmg  IFenU 
worthy  in  his  life-time,  had  conveyed  his  original 
right  of  land  in  JSTew^Haveny  since  in  tlie  City  oiFer- 
gennes  aforesaid,  to  some  other  person ;  that  the  said 
Michael  fTentrvarth  died  in  the  year  1796,  and- was, 
from  his  intermarriage  with  the  said  Martha  to  the 
time  of  his  death,  a  man  possessed  of  a  large  estate. 

3dly»  That  the  ouster ^  eviction  and  expulsion,  in 
the  said  declaration  mentioned,  was  by  the  said  Ben- 
jamin  by  fraud  and  covin  obtained.*     By 

Miller  and  C  Smith. 

The  above  issue  was  put  to  the  country «  And 
now, 

*  Section  98.  of  the  act  conaututing  the  Supreme  Court  of  Vermwnt'S,^^. 
Judicature,  8cc.  providcB,  «  That  the  general  issue  of  not  ^°**  ^*  ^'  ^^' 
gui]t}r,  nil  debet^  or  any  other  general  plea  proper  to  the  action, 
vrhereby  the  whole  declaration  is  put  upon  proof,  according  to 
the  nature  of  the  case,  may  be  made  by  the  defendant,  under 
which  general  plea  the  defendant  shall  have  liberty)  upon  the 
trial  of  the  cause,  on  such  general  issues,  to  give  any  special 
matters  in  evidence  in  his  defence  or  justification,  as  the  na- 
ture of  the  action  may  be ;  the  defendant  giving  notice  in 
writing,  with  the  plea  of  the  special  matter  or  matters  on 
which  he  or  she  shall  rely  in  such  defence  in  jusdfication'. 
And  no  special  natter  shall  he  given  or  dlowed  in  evidence, 
except  such  as  shall  be  particularly  mendoned  in  such  notice  or 
writing  tts  aforesaid."     This  statute  provbion  was  undoubtedly 
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Sumner  \^rgt  With  the  deed ;  and  every  alienation  of  such 
•vvtntworth.  estates  not  acknowledged  and  recorded  as  aforessid,. 
"'  is  hereby  declared  to  be  utterly  void." 

l^he  object  of  this  act  is  to  be  hi^y  approbated.. 
It  is  to  se(^ure  the  rights  and  interest  of  that  estimable 
sex,  who  merit  the  primary  protection  of  the  Legis- 
lature, even  the  oppressed  part  of  the  sex,  who  pos- 
sessing real  estate  in  their  own  right  might  be  com* 
pelled  to  sacrifice  it  to  the  menace's  of  a  brutal  or 
spendthrift  hubband;  and  the  Court,  we  presume, 
will  be  careful  to  see  that  it  is  construed  liberally  in 
their  favour.       , 

The  deed  in  question  is  not  acknowledged  con* 
formably  to  the  act,  and  we  have  seen  that  it  is  not 
mereh'  voidablcy  but  void  at  common  law.  If  the 
deed  is  voidy  the  covenants  cannot  bind.  It  would 
be  a  monstrous  doctrine,  that  the  Legislature  should 
protect  the  feme  covert  from  the  oppression  of  an 
overbearing  huisbaud,  by  rendering  her  deed  exe- 
cuted and  acknowledged  under  this  conjugal  duress 
void,  and  yet  leave  her  exposed  durante  viduitate  to 
the  obligations  of  the  covenant  made  under  the  same 
duress. 

Daniel  Chipman,  e  contra^  stated  the  nature  of  the 
action,  admitted  that  coverture  may  be  given  in  evi- 
dence under  the  general  issue  of  non  est  Jhctum^  and 
also,  for  this  argument,  that  if  the  deed  be  void,  the 
covenants  are  also  void ;  but  he  contended,  that  the 
deed  is  sufficient  to  pass  the  fee  under  our  own  sta« 
tute,  and  read  sect.  13.  of  the  act  regulating  convey- 
ances, &c,  "  that  all  deeds  and  other  conveyances, 
t|je  acknowledgment  or  proof  of  which  shall  have 
been  or  hereafter  shall  be  taken  without  this  State, 
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if  certified  ag:^eeably  to  the  laws  of  the  state,  pro-       Smnaer 

V. 

vinoe  or  kingdom  in  which  it  was  taken,  such  ac-  Wentvortb. 
knowledgment  or  proof  shall  be  as  valid  as  though  y^^^  sut. 
the  same  were  taken  before  some  proper  officer  or  ^^'^'  P-^^^- 
Court  within  this  State." 

He  then  read  a  statute  of  the  State  of  AVt:;./^w/>-  st»t  ir.jar.  p 
shircy  where  the  deed  in  question  was  executed  and 
acknowledged,  passed  in  the  year  1780 ;  and  insisted, 
that  the  deed  was  executed  and  acknowledged  agree- 
ably to  this  act,  and  therefore  valid  to  pass  the  fee, 
and  the  covenants  were  therefore  binding. 

Etitchcocky  for  the  defendant.  The  statute  of  Xew^ 
Hampshire  does  not  enable  a  Jeme  covert  to  convey 
real  estate,  but  supposes  a  person  authorised  to  con- 
vey by  common  law.  Besides,  the  proviso  in  that 
act  restricts  the  right  to  convey,  but  in  regulation  of 
dower,  and  therefore  can  have  no  operation  on  this 
deed.  The  deed  must  therefore  be  jconsidered  as 
void ;  and  if  so,  it  is  confessed  the  covenants  are  like- 
wise void. 

Curia  advisare  vuh.     In  the  afternoon  sittings,. 

The  Court  decided,  that  the  deed  should  not  be 
read  to  the  Jury. 

Verdict  for  defendant  by  consent,  and  motion  in 
arrest  and  for  new  trial,  for  that  the  Court  had  ex- 
cluded in  evidence  the  deed  declared  upon,  con 
trary,  &c. 


• 

V. 
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Sumner  And  HOW,  at  the  adjourned  term  of  the  Couit, 

Wentworth.    Ju7ie^  A.  D.  1800,  the  motion  in  arrest  of  judgment 
'  was  argued. 

Daniel  Chipman^  for  the  motion.     We  shall  now 
Qontend, 

1st.  That  the  deed  in  question  is  valid ;  and 

2dly-  If  not  valid  to  pass  the  land,  the  covenants 
are  binding  on  the  defendant. 

Originally  no  freehold  could  pass  without  Gvery 
of  seisin.  This  was  found  inconvenient  in  the  coun- 
try of  our  ancestors,  and,  among  a  variety  of  modes 
contrived  by  the  subtlety  of  conveyancers  to  avoid 
this  inconvenience,  that  of  a  fine  was  introduced, 
which  is  defined  to  be  "  an  agreement  of  the  parties 
on  record,  by  which  lands  are  transferred  from  conu- 
sor to  conusee,  with  or  without  a  render ;  and  this  is 
esteemed  a  conveyance  of  greater  security  than  a 
feoffment,  or  the  investiture  by  livery  [of  seisin ;] 
but  having  the  constant  and  undoubted  credit  of  a 
Court  to  protect  and  support  it,  and  this  further  con- 
venience and  security,  that  it  does  not  only  transfer 
the  right  of  the  vendor  and  all  claiming  under  him^ 
but  likewise  extinguishes  the  right  of  others,  who 
omit  to  make  their  claim  in  due  time.  Bac.  Abr» 
vol.  3.  p.  189.  Our  English  ancestors,  by  bringing 
the  transfer  of  land  upon  the  records  of  their  Courts 
pf  Justice,  by  a  fictitious  suit  at  law  avoided  the  livery 
of  seisin.  We  have  adopted  a  more  manly  mode  to 
avoid  the  inconvenience  of  liver}%  We  have  abo- 
lished the  feoffment  by  livery,  established  certain 
offices,  where  our  deeds  being  recorded,  after  being 
conformed  to  certaii;i  prerequisites,    shall  pass    the 
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land.     The  object  of  the  English  fine  is  to  give  the       Sumner 
same  or  greater  notoriety  to  the  transfer  than  was  in-     wentworth. 
tended  by  livery  of  seisin.  The  object  of  our  records 
is  the  same.    The  English  doctrine  of  fines  and  reco- 
veries ought  therefore  to  apply  to  the  construction  of 
bur  statute  regulating  the  conveyance  of  real  estate. 

We  find  under  the  English  doctrine  of  fines  and 
recoveries,  sufficient  to  cover  our  whole  case : 

That  a  feme  covert  may  levy  a  fine  with  her  has- 
band  upon  lands  held  in  her  own  right. 

That  if  baron  ^ndfeme^  by  fine  sur  concessit^  grant 
land  for  99  years,  and  warrant  the  said  land  during 
the  term,  and  baron  dies,  and  the  grantee  is  evicted 
by  one  who  hath  a  prior  title,  he  may  thereupon  bring 
covenant  against  the  feme^  notwithstanding  she  was 
covert  at  the  time  when  the  fine  was  levied.  Bac. 
Abr.  vol.  1.  p.  496. 

Mr.  Chipman  then  went  more  largely  into  the  con- 
sideration of  the  statute  of  New-Hampslnre^  and  in- 
sisted that  the  deed  was  executed  and  acknowledged 
within  the  purview  of  that  act ;  as  in  the  trial  per 
pais* 

Hitchcock,  e  contra.  Our  opponents  have  endea- 
voured to  shew  the  analogy  between  our  statute  re- 
gulating the  conveyance  of  real  estate,  and  the  En- 
glish fine  and  recovery.  They  unfortunately  have 
omitted  one  very  striking  resemblance.  Under  our 
statute  a  Jeme  covert  cannot  convey  her  inheritance 
without  a  private  examination  by  a  magistrate  ;  and 
the  English  authorities  inform  us,  that  if  husband  and 
wife  join  in  a  fine  to  convey  her  o\Vn  inheritance,  it 
ought  to  be  received,  if  upon  her  examination  it  ap- 
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Sumner      pcars  to  bc  voluntar)'  and  free  from  restraint ;  for 
Wentwopth.    whcrc  shc  is  to  convey  or  pass  any  estate  or  interest 

*""*""*"""  either  by  herself  or  jointly  with  her  husband,  there 

she  ought  to  be  examined.  2  Inst.  515.  And  it  is 
worthy  observation,  that  the  very  reason  given  in  tlie 
books  why  a  Jeme  covert  cannot  bargain  and  sell  her 
lands  alone,  or  witli  her  husband  by  deed  indented 
and  enrolled  is,  that  she  cannot  (in  such  case)  bc 

jsmc.  MfT.  vol  I.  examined  by  any  Court  without  writ,  and  there  is  no 

writ  allowed  in  such  case,  as  in  case  of  fines. 

But  it  is  said,  if  the  land  did  not  pass  by  this  deed, 
still  we  are  holden  by  the  covenants.  If  the  land  did 
not  pass,  what  did  the  joinder  of  the  Jeme  covert  in 
the  deed  amount  to  ?  Could  it  to  any  thing  more 
than  the  signification  of  her  consent  to  her  baron's 
act  ?  Was  not  the  act  his  own  and  the  covenants 
his  own.  Should  not  the  action  have  been  brought 
against  Ris  legal  representatives?  A  case  is  cited 
where  baron  7mA  feme  grant  land  by  fine  sur  concessit. 
In  such  case  it  is  certain,  although  not  stated,  that  the 
feme  passed  examination.  But  if  she  did  not,  what  is 
the  nature  of  a  fine  sur  concessit  ?  Is  it  to  pass  land 

BU  Com.  vol.  2.  in  fee  ?  Judge  Blackstone  says  it  is  to  pass  land  for 

life  or  years.    Does  it  touch  the  grant  in  the  present 

case? 

Would  it  be  equitable,  that  the  purchase^money 
of  the  estate  sold  as  in  the  present  case,  should 
ftierge,  if  we  may  borrow  a  term  from  the  realty,  ia 
the  husband's  personal  estate,  which  may  be  ex- 
pended, or  if  not,  of  which  the  widow  can  have  only 
her  thirds,  when  not  debarred  by  jointure  or  will, 
and  she  be  exposed  to  juclgrncnt  in  damages  for  the 
whole  breach  of  thecovenams,  w  hich  might  sweep 
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b^  whfpte  <Jower,  whilst  the  heirs  at  law  escape  with      '  Sumner 
impunity?    Could  any  action  be  sustained  by  the    Wentworui. 
widow  (in  case  judgment  should  finally  be  rendered 
against  her)  against  the  heirs  to  compel  contribution? 

In  t|ie  trial  to  the  Jury,  we  observed  upon  the  sta- 
4utip  of  JVefP'ffampshire.  We  only  add,  that  the 
Court  havf  that  statute  and  our  own  before  them, 
wd  are  abundandy  competent  to  give  the  true  con- 
struction to  both. 

■ 

Nathcmisl  Chipnum^  in  support  of  the  motion. 

There  aJK  two  questions  in  this  cause : 

First.  Whether  the  deed  of  the  feme  covert  is  at- 
tended with  those  formalities  which  make  it  valid. 

Secondly.  Whether,  if  sufficiently  formal  to  con- 
vey the  land,  the  feme  covert  shall  be  holden  by  the 
fcovenants. 

If  this  case  dq)ends  on  common  law  principles, 
^e  deed  is  not  valid,  as  there  is  no  other  mode  of 
conunon  law  conveyance  by  a  feme  covert^  than  that 
of  fine  and  recovery.  The  case  then  wholly  depends 
on  the  inquiry,  whether  there  are  any  statute  or  sta- 
tutes regulating  conveyances,  which  operate  on  this 
deed  to  make  it  valid. 

The  statute  of  New- Hampshire  gives  the  baron 
and  feme  the  power  and  right  of  conveying  land  in 
the  mode  pointed  out  by  that  statute,  to  wit,  by 
signing,  sealing,  acknowledging  and  delivering,  and 
this  without  any  other  act,  according  to  the  true  con- 
struction of  the  statute,  supersedes  any  other  mode 
irf  conveyance.  This  construction  is  a  sound  one, 
and  acknowledged  by  the  restricting  clause  of  our  vermom  sut 
statute,  which  contemplates  a  mcxle  diiferent  from  ^^\^]'  ?'  ^^ 

8 

/ 
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Sumiier  OUT  own,  to  \vit,  such  mode  as  is  conformable  to  the 
Wentworth.    laws  of  the  State,  province  or  kingdom  in  which  the 

''""■*'~'~~  deed  is  executed.     If  this  be  the  sound  construction 

of  the  laws  passed  on  this  subject,  this  deed  must  be 
valid,  and  the  question  then  arises  whether  ihcfeme  co» 
vert  shall  be  bound  by  the  covenants  in  the  deed.  The 
docti'ine  cited  from  Bacon's  Abridgment  we  consider 
to  be  in  point.  It  is  a  mistaken  idea,  that  the  fine 
sur  concessit  b  confined  to  a  grant  for  life  or  years. 
Judge  Blackstone  says  it  is  usually  for  life  or  years ; 
which  implies,  that  it  is  not  always  so ;  but  if  I  am 

Mac.  Abr.  vol.  1.  not  mistaken,  the  case  of  Wbtton  and  HalCy  quoted  in 

p  496 

2-SVA.684.708.  the  margin  of  Bacon^s  Abi*idg7nentj  shews  thut  grant 

was  ivifeej  but  the  authority  is  not  present. 

It  is  said  to  be  inequitable  to  recover  damages 
against  the  widow  in  this  action,  and  a  doubt  is  raised 
whether  she  could  compel  contribution  among  the 
heirs  of  her  late  husband.  This  Court  will  consider 
the  case  sub  judice^  and  not  perplex  the  present  mo- 
tion with  the  consideration  and  resolution  of  possible 
cases. 

We  conceive  it  clear,  that  the  deed  was  improperly 
excluded  from  the  Jury,  and  therefore  we  are  entitled 
to  a  trial  de  novo. 

Judgment  of  Court.  New  trial  not  granted.  Mo- 
tion dismissed  with  costs. 

And  now,  on  review^  January  term,  A.  D.  1801,  • 
the  cause  went  again  to  the  Jury.     Exception  was'' 
again  taken  to  the  deed's  being  read  in  evidence. 
Further  argument  was  heard,  and  the  Court  finally 
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decided,  that  the  deed  could  not  be  read  to  the  Jury      SwAner 
in  support  of  the  plaintiff's  declaration.  Wentwoxtb. 

Plaintiff  nonsuited. 

JSTathaniel  Chipman^  Darius  Chipmatiy  Daniel 
Chipman^  Amos  Marshy  and  T.  Squires^  for  plain- 
tiff. 

S.  Hitchcock,  S.  MtUer,  and  C.  Smith,  for  de- 
fendant. 


John  N.  Bennet,  Appellee, 

against 
David  Whitney,  Appellant. 

THE  attorney  for  the  appellant,  on  the  third  day  AppeUant  au 
of  the  term,  moved  to  enter  his  appeal.  He  stated,  hu  appeal  on 
that  after  the  Court  arose  the  second  day  of  the  term  t«nn/bcin/re- 
he  delivered  the  copies  certified  by  the  Clerk  of  the  ^^f  ^^^,^^ 
County  Court  to  the  Clerk  of  this  Court;  and  that  he, 
with  other  counsel  for  the  appellant,  were  detained 
on  their  way  to  Court,  by  the  act  of  Providence. 

StorrSj  for  appellee,  opposed  the  motion  as  repug* 
nant  to  the  rule  of  Court,  and  cited  memoriter  the 
case  of  Daniel  Squire  v.  Daniel  Qhipman^  before  this 
Court,  where,  on  a  like  motion,  the  Court  decided 
the  appellant  should  not  have  leave  to  enter  his  ap- 
peal. 


eo  ADDISON  COUNTTt 

B«nitet  By  tint  Court.    The  indemencv  of  the  seuon  is 

V  * 

Whitney,      singular  and  evident,  and  ouglit  to  operate  a  reasooa; 
'  ble  excuse  for  the  neglect  of  the  appellant*     Let  the 

appeiknt  enter  his  appeal  without  costs. 


Mathew  Phelps,  Appellee, 

against 

Moses  Godjdard  and  Buel  Hitchcock, 

Appellants. 

Combination  to       ATTACH  Moscs  Goclclard  and  Buel  Hitchcock^  of 

t'ililirthe'ju-  ^^^^^^  ^'^^^  County  of  Addison,  et  aL  to  answer 
rifidiction  of     ^jj^^q  Mathcw  PhclbSj  of  Xcw-Hoiwn.  in  the  same 

another  State  . 

for  the  purpose  Countv,  in  a  plea  of  trespass  on  the  case.  Where- 
of procuring  "^  i   .      .rr    »     t  44 

fiim  10  be  af-  Upon  the  plaintiff  declares  and  says,  that  at  Aew;. 
process,  is  ac-  Hoven  afoTCsaid,  on  the  20th  day  oiJultf,  A.  D.  1798, 
Ih^^'d^bt^for  he  the  plaintiff  then  was,  long  before  had  been,  and 
MThich  be  u  ar.  g^yj  jg  ^^  inhabitant  of  said  N&w- Haven;  and  the  said 

res  tea  isjusuy 

^^-  defendants,  combining,  conspiring  and  confederating 

together  to  Wrong  and  injure  the  jrfaintiff,  did  entice 
and  persuade  the  plaintiff  to  go  to  Crown  Pointy 
within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  State  of  New-York^ 
from  his  home  and  his  friends,  and  from  the  State  of 
which  he  was  an  inhabitant  as  aforesaid ;  and  the 
plaintiff  so  being  fraudulently  enticed  and  persuaded 
from  his  friends  and  acquaintance,  among  strangers 
and  out  of  the  State  of  which  he  was  an  inhabitant  as 
aforesaid,  at  Crown  Point  aforesaid,  in  the  State  of 
AVw-  York  aforesaid,  on  the  20th  day  of  July  afore- 
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aiidff  they  procured  the  {daintiff  to  be  arrested  on  a       vfadpi 


process  issued  from  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  State  Gaddnni  and 
of  AVw^rorA:  aforesaid,  b  the  name  of  one  ffilHum  "*^^''^^**^ 
Fmch  against  the  plaintiff  on  an  dd  demand  in  fa* 
vour  of  the  said  fTHHam  Finch  against  the  plaintiff 
for  the  sum  of  three  hundred  dollars,  irom  the  pay* 
ment  of  which  said  demand  of  the  said  fVUUam  Finch 
he  the  plaintiff  had  Icmg  before  the  arrest  aforesaid 
been  exonerated  in  this  State  by  the  statute  d*  limita- 
tions ;  and  the  plaintiff  being  so  arrested  as  aforesaid, 
on  the  {H^ocess  aforesaid,  for  such  demmid  of  the  said 
William  as  aforesaid,  was  on  said  process  then  and 
there,  to  wit,  at  Crown  Point  aforesaid,  on  the  same 
20th  day  of  July  aforesaid,  held  a  prisoner  for  the 
space  of  six  hours,  when  the  plaintiff,  for  the  purpose 
of  obtaining  his  discharge  from  said  imprisonment^ 
at  great  trouble  and  expense  procured  and  entered 
bail  for  his  the  plaintiff^s  appearance  in  said  action 
before  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  State  of  New-  York 
aforesaid ;  and  the  plaintiff  further  says,  that  the  said 
Moses ^  Buel  et  oL  further  fraudulendy  combining  and 
confederating  together  against  the  plaintiff  as  afore- 
said, procured  the  process  so  served  on  the  plaintiff 
as  aforesaid  to  be  returned  to  the  Supreme  Court  of 
the  State  of  New -York  as  aforesaid,  and  entered  in 
said  Court,  where  the  same  process  aforesaid  is  yet 
pending,  and  he  the  plaintiff  is  habte,  by  the  laws  erf* 
the  State  of  New-  York  aforesaid  to  have  a  judgment 
of  the  said  Supreme  Court  rendered  against  him  in 
the  process /aforesaid,  for  the  whole  sum  of  the  afore- 
said demand  so  existing  against  him  by  the  laws  of 
the  State  of  New-York  as  afbresdd,  although  the 
same  demand  had,  long  before  the  confederacy  and 
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Pheips        combination  of  the  said  Moses^  Buelj  &c.  and  their 


Hitchcock. 


itm^m 


God(Urd«id  aiTest  of  the  plamtiff  so  made  as  aforesaid,  been 
barred  by  die  statute  of  limitations  of  this  State.  By 
reason  of  which  the  plaintiff  hath  been  put  to  great 
cost,  charge,  expense  and  trouble  in  defending  in  the 
action  aforesaid  on  the  process  aforesaid,  on  which  he 
the  plaintiff  was  so  arrested  as  aforesaid,  and  by  the 
fraudulent  combination  and  confederacy  of  the  said 
Mosesy  Buely  &c.  as  aforesaid,  is  injured  and  made 
worse,  as  he  says,  3,000  dollars. 

Goddard  and  Hitchcock  arrested,  and  non  est  as  to 
the  other  confederates. 

At  the  County  Court,  the  cause  went  to  the  Jury 
on  the  general  issue.    Verdict  for  plaintiff,  100  dol- 
lars.     Defendants  gave  notice  they  should  waive 
,         their  plea  at  the  Supreme  Court,  and  demur  ge- 
f  nerally  to  the  declaration. 

k        -  At  this  term,  the  demxurer  was  argued  and  de- 

li cided. 

i 

Amos  Marshy  in  support  of  the  demurrer.  This 
is  a  novel  declaratioii.  If  we  should  search  from  the 
earliest  book  of  entries  to  the  most  modern,  we  shall 
never  find  one  of  this  nature.  It  is  true,  variety  of 
injury  will  continually  produce  a  variety  of  declara- 
tions in  case.  But  then,  to  be  correct,  although  they 
differ  in  allegation,  they  must  be  founded  on  the  great 
and  leading  principles  of  the  law.  This  declaration 
appears  to  be  equally  destitute  of  form  and  principle. 
In  the  present  argument  we  shall  not  descend  to  notice 
the  defects  of  form,  which  may  possibly  be  cured  by 
jeofails ;  but  we  shall  contend  against  the  substance 
of  it. 


• 

r 
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This  declaration  allegates,  that  my  clients,  with       Pheip» 
Others,  combining  and  confederating,  not  with  force    Goddard  and 
and  strong  hand,  not  vi  et  armis  and  with  breach  of  . 

the  peace,  but  by  enticement^  persuaded  the  plaintiff 
to  go  with  them  within  the  jurisdiction  of  a  neigh- 
bouring State,  and  there  procured  him  to  be — what? 
arrested  to  respond  to  a  just  debt  due  to  one  of  the 
citizens  of  that  State,  and  recoverable  by  its  laws, 
although  barred  by  our  statute  of  limitations.  To 
exhibit  this  novel  declaration  in  all  its  naked  deformi- 
ties, we  have  only  to  apply  to  the  plaintiff  himself. 
Let  us  question  him.  Is  not  the  debt  for  which  you 
were  arrested  due?  He  answers  by  his  declaration, 
it  is.  Is  it  not  a  just  debt?  He  confesses,  that  . 
though  an  oldj  yet  it  is  a  debt  justly  due#  Did  my 
clients  assault  you  ?  did  they  batter,  beat  or  wound 
you,  until  you  were  forced  to  pay  it  ?  No ;  but  they 
caused  me  to  answer  for  my  neglect  in  failing  to  pay 
an  honest  debt,  before  one  of  the  most  upright  and 
intelligent  State  Courts  in  the  Union.  Of  what,  then, 
do  you  complain  ?  Hear  his  reply  from  the  declara- 
tion itself:  ^*  By  the  law  of  the  State  where  I  reside, 
my  creditor  is  for  ev;ir  barred  from  bringing  any  ac- 
tion against  me  to  compel  me  to  pay  this  just  de- 
mand ;  and  I  had  hoped,  under  the  letter  of  our  sta- 
tute  of  limitations,  to  defraud  my  creditor  of  his  pro- 
perty ;  and  now  your  clients  have  enticed  me  to  act 
like  an  honest  man,  and  I  am  persuaded  this  Court 
will  make  them  respond  in  damages  for  this  grievous 
wrong." 

Is  not  this  substantially  the  language  of  the  decla- 
ration ?  But  let  me  ask  seriously,  is  it  a  language 
which  ought  to  be  heard  in  this  Court  of  Justice  ?    I 
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Pheipi       have  ever  been  taugl^,  that  he  who  crieth  for  justice 

y 

Goddai^  Mid   against  others^  should  first  do  justice  hiaiself. 

Uitcbcock. 

Miller^  e  contra.  It  is  true  our  declaration  is  new, 
but  certainly  it  is  incorrect  to  assert,  that  it  is  not 
founded  on  principle.  To  every  possible  injury  the 
law  suppUes  a  possible  and  adequate  redress.  Here 
is  an  injury  sustained  by  the  plaintiff  inflicted  upon 
him  by  the  combination  and  deceit  of  the  defendanls 
and  their  associates ;  and  shall  it  be  held,  that  he  has 
no  remedy.  It  is  true,  we  can  find  no  [M^cedents  in 
our  books  of  entries :  but  the  reason  is  plain ;  such 
an  injury  could  not  have  been  inflicted  in  England: 
it  grows  out  of  the  state  sovereignties.  Here  we  have 
seventeen  sovereignties,  independent  of  each  other 
as  to  their  internal  regulations  and  municipal  laws. 
Their  laws  operating  on  contracts  are  various.  In 
one  State  an  action  upon  a  species  of  contract  is  li- 
mited to  a  lesser,  in  another  to  a  more  extended  term 
of  years,  in  transitory  actions  limited  by  statute  in 
one  State,  and  not  banned  in  another,  it  is  to  be  ex- 
pected  that  the  creditor  will  prosecute  for  judgment 
in  that  where  his  demand  is  recoverable,  if  he  can 
bring  the  debtor  within  process.  This  often  operates 
hardly  upon  him,  who  may  be  compelled  to  respond 
a  demand  in  a  sister  State,  when  he  is  debarred  from 
recovering  a  demand  of  the  same  age  and  nature  in 
his  own.  It  is  to  be  regretted  that  provision  was  not 
made  in  the  Federal  Constitution  to  enable  the  Legis- 
lature of  the  Union  to  establish  some  uniform  system 
of  limitation  of  civil  actions,  if  not  on  torts  on  con- 
tracts.  As  it  is,  the  subject  has  often  occupied  the 
attention  of  the  various  State  Judiciaries.     In  some 
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States  the  Judges  have  decided,  that  the  lex  toci  ftelii^ 
where  the  contract  was  made  should  govern ;  in  Goddard  and 
others  they  have  considered  both  the  action  and  the  ' 
contract  transitory ,  and  have  subjected  a  contract 
made  in  another  State  to  the  laws  of  tlieir  o^vn.  In 
other  States — but  it  is  unnecessary  to  state  the  various 
decisions  in  the  diiTcrent  States  in  die  Union.  Among 
these  jarring  decisions,  we  in  this  State  have  an  equal 
right  to  our  opinion.  Our  Legislature  have  a  sove- 
reign right  to  enact  statutes  of  limitation^  Our  Su- 
preme Court  will,  we  trust,  consider  that  it  is  the 
great  object  of  their  appointment  to  carry  the  laWs  of 
the  Legislature  into  effect ;  and  it  is  the  right  of  the 
citizens  to  be  protected  by  those  laws.  If  an  action 
is  limited  by  our  laws,  he  who  abides  within  our  ju^ 
risdiction  can  never  be  exposed  to  such  action ;  and 
they  who  combine  to  entice  him  widiin  a  jurisdictioti 
where  the  action  is  not  limited,  shall  respotad  in  da- 
mages* This  doctrine  is  not  entirely  novel.  In 
Roofs  ReportSy  p.  59.  we  find  a  case  of  David  Lea- 
vitt  and  two  others  v.  Peter  Sherman^  which  shews^ 
that  the  Supreme  Court  in  Connecticut  considered  an 
actifxi  of  this  nature  would  lie,  although  the  Court 
decided  that  the  demurrer  was  sufficient,  upon  the 
exception  there  taken,  viz.  that  one  of  the  plaintiffs, 
who  was  not  arrested,  joined  in  the  action  with  two 
others  who  were. 

The  present  action  is  not  brought  against  the  cre- 
ditor who  was  in  pursuit  of  his  debt,  against  die 
officer  executing  a  legal  precept ;  but  against  men, 
strangers  to  the  contract,  but  neighbours  to  the  plain- 
tiff, probably  bribed  to  entice  their  unwary  and  unof- 
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Phelps       fending  neighbour  into  a  scene  of  costs,  vexation  and 

GoHdard  and     trouble. 


Hitchcock. 


Court.  Read  to  us  authorities  to  shew,  that  merely 
enticing  a  person  to  become  obnoxious  t6  civil  pro- 
cess for  a  just  demand,  is  actionable. 

Miller.  With  submission,  this  is  not  a  just, 
that  is,  a  legal  demand.  We  wish  to  know  where 
tlie  line  shall  be  drawn. 

Court.  If  personal  force  is  applied,  an  action  of 
trespass  vi  et  armis  will  lie ;  and  the  Court  will  be 
very  liberal  in  their  inquiry  after  consequential  da- 
mages. But  you  have  allegated  no  force.  You  may 
at  least  shew  some  analogous  cases,  if  any  exist. 

Daniel  Chipman.  We  have  already  stated  that 
tlie  case  is  novel,  and  we  can  ^ew  no  precedent. 
But  we  argue  from  the  nature  of  the  tihing.  The  de- 
claration exhibits  a  peaceable  citizen  engaged  at 
home  in  his  domestic  concerns,  not  OMicealed  either 
in  person  or  property  from  his  creditors,  but  amena- 
ble at  all  times  to  the  laws  of  the  government  which 
he  renders  his  taxes  and  personal  services  to  support. 
If  such  a  man  is  enticed  into  a  foreign  jurisdiction, 
and  there  exposed  to  all  the  costs,  inconveniences 
and  vexations  of  a  lawsuit  among  strangers,  by  the 
combination  and  deceit  of  his  neighbours,  who  being 
strangers  to  the  suit,  to  suppose  them  bribed  is  at- 
tributing the  best  possible  motive  to  their  conduct. 
If  such  an  event  takes  place,  tlie  moral  sense  rises 
against  it.     We  feel  that  the  man  is  injured,  and  all 
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sec,  that  from  the  common  principle  of  justice  he       Pheip» 
<mght  to  have  redress.  Goddard  and 


MHI 


Court.     But  if  the  debt  is  bona  fide. 

CInpman.  With  submission  we  conceive,  that  if 
the  debt  is  honest,  it  makes  no  odds.  We  have 
wholesome  laws,  and  our  citizens  are  entided  to  their 
protection ;  and  I  have  no  idea  that  the  defendants 
shall  be  permitted  to  take  us  from  this  State,  and  sa}-, 
"  We  will  take  you  from  a  land  where  no  justice  is 
found,  and  carry  you  where  it  is  well  administered.'* 
If  this  action  will  not  lie,  neither  will  an  action,  if  a 
citizen  were  enticed  to  Europe^  and  there  made  liable 
to  decision  upon  a  contract  made  here  under  some 
usage  or  practice  which  mi^t  run  counter  to  all  our 
ideas  of  justice,  and  to  the  very  intention  of  the  par- 
ties contracting. 

We  have  ever  been  taught  that  the  law  abhors 
deceit.  Why  should  it  be  made  to  countenance  it 
in  this  instance  ?  If  this  demurrer,  prevails.  Will  it 
not  be  sanctioning  fraud  by  law  ?  If  our  client  had 
concealed  himself  or  property,  there  might  have  been 
possibly  some  excuse  for  some  kind  of  art  in  enticing 
him  into  daylight. 

This  declaration  is  in  the  nature  of  an  action  of 
conspiracy,  and  there  is  surely  sufficient  set  forth  in 
it,  to  sustain  it  on  demurrer.  If  there  is  but  a  trivial 
injury  sustained,  this  should  not  operate  in  demurrer. 
Let  the  quantum  be  the  object  of  inquiry  after  da« 
tnages.  We  shall  shew,  if  permitted,  under  this  de* 
claration,  the  combination  of  the  defendants  and  theb 
confederates,  and  the  injury  we  have  suffered  by  be- 
ing enticed  from  the  protection  of  our  own  laws. 


m     -I  I   ifi^^pMPt 
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« 

Phcip«       within  a  foreign  jurisdiction.  If  the  demand  of  Finch 
GodHard  and    is  just,  which  is  the  pretence  for  this  violation  of  our 

rights,  is  it  therefore  no  injury  to  be  compelled  to 
attend  a  Court  at  a  great  distance,  to  be  subjected  to 
the  necessary  and  augmented  expenses  in  a  strange 
land,  to  say  nothing  of  the  fees  of  advocates,  which 
are  known  to  be  much  greater  than  'm  our  own 
Courts. 

Darius  Cfupman^  for  the  demurrant.  Our  oppo- 
nents having  argued  themselves  into  the  opinion  that 
there  is  no  substance  in  their  declaration,  now  seem 
determined  to  rely  upon  the  form.  The  declaration 
is  said  to  be  in  the  nature  of  an  action  of  conspiracy, 
and  that  there  is  sufficient  to  sustain  it  in  the  very 
language  of  it.  Every  sufficient  declaration  in  tres- 
pass on  the  case  must  set  forth  an  injury  sustained  by 
the  plaintiff,  and  make  out  a  case  for  which  an  action 
will  lie.  The  merely  stating  that  the  defendants 
have  confederated  and  combined,  unless  some  inju- 
rious and  unlawful  act  is  stated  as  the  consequence  of 
their  combination  and  confederacy,  is  of  no  more  avail 
than  if  the  plaintiff  had  allegated  tliat  defendants  had 
confederated  and  combined  to  feed  and  clothe  the 
plaintiff.  The  gist  of  the  action  of  conspiracy  is  an 
injury  sustained  as  the  effect  of  it.  Here  is  none  set 
forth,  unless  the  eicposing  a  man  to  justice  is  an  in-, 
jury. 

After  so  much  has  been  said  of  the  just  abhorrence 
in  which  the  law  holds  deceit,  it  seems  confessed  that 
there  is  a  certaiji  piajraus  at  which  my  brother  Chip^ 
man^s  morality  does  not  revolt.  He  acknowledges^ 
that  if  the  plaintiff  had  concealed  himself  and  propertj", 
^ome  kmd  of  deceit  might  have  been  lawfully  used  tQ 
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entice  him  into  daylight     But  where  is  the  dif-       Pfaeip* 

ference  ?  In  this  case  were  not  die  plaintiff  and  his  Goddard  and 

property  eflSectually  concealed  from  im  creditor  ?  He       ^    <^  • 

had  not,  it  is  true,  hidden  himself  in  the  caves  of  die 

rocks,  but  he  had  completely  concealed  himself  from 

his  honest  creditor  under  the  dark  cloud  of  our  limi« 

t^tion  statute. 

.   But  wherein  consists  tlie  moral  turpitude  of  the 

deceit  allegated  to  have  been  practised;  for  the  charge 

of  bribery  is  dehors  the  record.     /  should  esteem  it  a 

moral  duty  to  assist  an  honest  creditor  in  recovering 

a  bonajide  debt. 

It  is  said  this  action  is  not  brought  gainst  the  cre- 
ditor or  officer  making  the  arrest;  conceding,  I  pre- 
^ume,  that  it  could  not  be  maintained  against  either 
of  them.  But  if  the  act  was  legal  in  them,  is  it  not 
in  my  clients,  their  servants  ? 

But  if  this  declaration  should  be  sustained,  what  is 
to  be  the  measure  of  damages  ?  Shall  it  be  Finches 
demand?  The  action  upon  that  demand,  we  learn 
from  the  declaration,  is  now  pending  in  the  Supreme 
Court  of  the  State  of  New-York.  The  writ  may 
abate,  or  judgment  may  be  for  the  present  plaintiff; 
or  if  judgment  {or  Finch,  it  may  be  reversed  by  error. 
Can  we  now  know  what  will  be  the  quantum  of  da 
mages  in  that  suit  ?  If  we  could,  is  it  right  that  my 
clients  should  respond  it  in  damages  under  the  pre- 
sent  suit  ? 

It  is  said,  costs  will  accrue  in  that  suit,  and  ad- 
vocates' fees  will  be  great,  and  expenses  of  attendin 
Court  will  be  heavy.    But  if  these  are  taken  into  con- 
sideration in  the  inquiry  after  damages  in  this  suit, 
would  not  such  items  be  the  foundation  of  an  action 
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Fheips       in  every  case  where  a  citizen  of  this  State  seeks  re- 
Goddakand   dress  against  his   fellow-citizen    in  another  State, 
]_^^^J^  where  the  expense  of  living,  costs  of  Court,  and  fees 
of  advocates,  may  be  higher  than  in  this  State  ? 

The  case  cited  from  Booths  Reports  does  not  touch 
.  the  present  case. 

On  the  whole,  we  consider  that  the  plaintiff,  in  the 
declaration  in  question,  has  set  fcMlh  no  cause  of  ac« 
tion.     If  he  has  counted  on  any  damage  sustained,  it 
•  is  damnum  absque  injuria. 

The  Chief  Judge  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
Court. 

It  is  to  be  regretted,  that  so  wide  a  difference  in 
the  laws  of  the  respective  States  of  the  Union,  and 
of  the  decisions  of  their  Courts  upon  similar  subjects, 
exist.  It  often  operates  to  the  detriment  of  suitors. 
It  is  to  be  hoped,  that  at  some  not  far  distant  day,  the 
publication  of  reports  of  decisions  in  the  State  Courts 
will  effect  a  greater  uniformity  in  law  and  decision. 
Until  then,  nought  remains  but  for  each  State  to  pro- 
mulgate such  laws  as  meet  the  sense  and  habits  of  its 
own  citizens,  and  for  each  State  Judiciary  to  admi- 
nister them  faithfully. 

The  Court  are  not  prepared  to  say  that  they  would 
sustain  an  action  as  against  Finch  the  creditor,  who 
had  undpubtedly  a  right  to  give  the  \  reference  to  his 
own  State  laws  and  Court,  to  obtain  payment  from 
the  present  plaintiff  of  a  bona  fide  debt  recoverable  in 
that  State,  but  limited,  in  ours. 

But  the  present  defendants  were  strangers  to  the 
contract,  had  no  interest  in  the  suit  instituted  to  com- 
pel the  fulfilhient  of  it,  and  were  fellow  citizens  with 
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the  plaintiff.     It  certainly  is  not  for  the  peace  of  so-       ndf 
ciety  to  sanction  combinations  to  entice  our  fellow-   Goddard  and 

,  ^  Hitchcock. 

citizens  within  the  jurisdicticm  of  other  States,  and  .—- , 

the  process  of  their  Courts.     The  law  abhors  deceit, 
and  it  is  to  be  hoped  that  our  halls  of  justice  will  be 
the  last  places  polluted  with  the  maxim  of  modem  ^ 
ethics,  that  the  end  justifies  the  means. 

The  laws  of  the  Union,  and  those  of  our  own  State,    • 
provide  for  the  apprehension  and  removal  out  of  the 
State,  of  persons  charged  with  crimes  committed  in 
another  State ;  but  they  have  made  no  such  provision 
in  civil  process. 

Let  judgment  be  entered  that  the  declaration  is 
sufficient,,  and  that  the  defendants  answer  over. 

S.  Miller  and  Daniel  Chipman,  for  plaintiff. 
yimos  Marsh  and  Darius  Chipman^  for  defendants. 


I  « 

I 

r 


CASES 


DETERMINED  DT  THE 


SIJPREME  COURT  OF  JUDICATUR:^ 


Of  Tiie 


STATE  OF  VERMONT. 


RUTLAI^D  COUNTY,  JANUARY  TERM. 

A.  D.  1801. 


ENOCH  WOODBRIDGE,  Chief  Judge. 

LOTTHALL,     ?^,^^,ji,^„. 
m)AH  SMITH,  5 


f* 


Asa  Farnum  et  aL  Appellants, 

against 
Solomon  Barnum  etal.  Appellees. 

In  case  tipoQ      PLAINTIFFS  declare,  that  the  defendants,  on 

a  written  con-    _  -in^^  •  •*•  ^  • 

tract,  it  iDAy  be  the  17th  of  Matf^  1797,  m  consideration  that  the* 
«ience  to  the  plaintiffs  foreborc  to  prosecute  Solomon  Bamum  for 
fitantiiy  ^<Sm'  divcrs  suHis  duc  from  said  Solomon  to  them,  the 
d^SrirtioD.  ^*  amount  thereof  thereafter  to  be  ascertained  by  and 

between  the  said  Solomon  and  the  plaintiffs,  if  said 
Solomon  did  not  pay  such  sums  within  two  years 
from  the  day  last  mentioned^  they  the  defendants 
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would  pay  on  demand ;  that  on  the  19th  of  February y    Famum  ct  u. 
1798,  Solomon  Bamum  and  the  plaintiffs  did  com-    BurnumotaL 
pute  and  ascertain  such  sums,  and  there  were  found  — — — — 
due  to  the  plaintiffs,  1,556  dols.  70  cts.  of  which  the 
defendants  on  the  same  day  had  notice ;  that  the  plain- 
tiffs did  forbear  to  prosecute  Solotnon  Bamum^  and 
that  he  neglected  to  pay  said  sum ;  that  the  two  yearis 
had  elapsed,  and  defendants  had  due  notice,  and  had 
neglected,  &c.    All  which  will  more  fully  appear  by 
the  defendants'  memorandum  in  writing  dated  the 
17thofil/ay,  1797. 

General  issue  joined,  and  the  cause  put  to  the 
Jury. 

Plaintiffs  now  offered  the  fpUowing  writing  in  evi- 
dence : 

Know  all  men  by  these  presents,  that  we,  Solomon 
Bamumj  Thomas  Bamumy  Jabez  Barnum^  ZiUcheus 
Bamumj  and  Philip  Smithy  all,  &c.  are  held  and  stand 
firmly  bound  unto  j4sa  Famumy  Oliver  Rooty  and 
Jonas  Abboty  of,  &c.  merchants  trading  in  company 
by  the  name  of  Famumy  Abbot  bf  Booty  in  the  sum 
of  one  tliousand  pounds  lawful  money,  for  the  pay- 
ment of  which  we  bind  ourselves,  our  heirs  and  as- 
signs, by  these  presents,  dated  at  Shoreham  this  17th 
day  of  Mai/y  1797-  The  condition  of  the  above  bond 
is,  however,  such,  that  whereas  Solomon  Barnumy  of. 
Sec.  now  stands  indebted  to  the  above  mentioned  Asa 
Famumy  Oliver  Rooty  and  Jonas  Abboty  for  certain 
sums  of  money,  as  will  appear  by  his  the  said  Solc^ 
tnon^s  notes  executed  to  the  said  Famumy  Abbot  is? 
Rooty  at  divers  times,  and  also  by  their  books ;  all  of 
which,  if  the  said  Solomon  or  liis  assigns  do  well  and 
truly  pay  or  cause  to  be  paid  unto  the  above-named 

10 
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Farnutn  et  a!.  Famutn^  Abbot  &P  Root^  their  heirs  and  assigns,  the 
Bamiim  et  a!.  fuU  and  just  sum  or  sums  of  money,  which,  on  an  ad- 
__         j  ustment  of  accounts^  appear  to  be  due  to  them  the  said 

Farnurrij  Abbot  &f  Root,  with  the  lawful  interest,  so 
fast  as  the  said  Solomon  can,  using  every  effect  which 
shall  mostly  facilitate  the  payment  to  them  the  said 
Farnum,  Abbot  &?  Root,  from  time  to  time,  the  last 
payment  of  which  is  to  complete  the  full  sums  which 
I  shall  appear  to  be  due,  is  not  to  exceed  two  years 

from  the  date  above :  then  this  bond  to  be  void,  other- 
*  *  wise,  &cc. 

Subscribed  by  the  four  Barnums  and  Philip  Smith, 
•%*  but  not  scaled. 

\^-^  •  Benson,  February  19th,  1798.     Then,  on  a  settlc- 

r  ^  mcnt  between  the  aforesaid  Farniim,  Abbot  is?  Root, 

and  Solomon  Banium,  there  is  found  due  from  the 
said  Solomon,  1,556  70-100  dollars,  for  which  the 
*  said  Solomon  hatli  given  his  note  to  Asa  Farmim  ;  the 
payment  of  which  we  hold  ourselves  bound  to  pay  on 
his  failing  or  neglecting  to  pay  thesame  when  there- 
unto called  on,  provided  we  are  not  called  upon  be- 
fore the  15th  day  oi  May,  1799. 

Subscribed  by  the  four  Barnums  and  Philip  Smith, 
and  indorsed. 

Daniel  Chipman,  for  defendants,  objected  to  the 
writing  being  read  to  the  Jury. 

This  writing  appears  not  to  be  under  seal.  If  that 
had  been  the  case,  we  might  have  been  estopped  from 
impeaching  an  instrument  upon,  the  present  grounds 
of  exception,  to  which  the  rules  of  law  had  annexed 
a  technical  importance.  Instruments  of  the  loose 
nature  of  the  present,  the  law  exposes  to  a  strict  scru- 
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tiny,  and  there  must  be  found  on  the  face  of  them  Famum  ct  ai. 
all  the  features  of  a  legal  contract  We  except  to  Bamum  et  ai. 
this, 

First.  Because  it  does  not  appear  that  there  is  any 
consideration  for  the  promise  purported  to  have  been 
made,  it  is  a  mere  nudum  pactum.  The  only  sem- 
blance of  consideration  is  a  forbearance  of  suits  ge- 
nerally. Such  general  considerations  cannot  0[3erate 
in  law. 

Secondly.  The  promise  contained  in  the  paper  ^a- 
ries  from  the  promise  alleged  in  the  declaration.  The 
promise  in  the  paper  is  grounded  oil  the  reasonable 
exertions  of  Solomon  Baf^m.  If  he  did  not  make 
payment,  plaintiffs  might  call  upon  him  at  any  time ; 
and  if  two  years  elapsed,  and  he  did  not  make  pay- 
ment, then  the  defendants  assumed. 

The  promise  declared  upon  is,  that  if  Solomon 
Bamum  did  not  pay  such  sums  within  two  years  from '' 
a  certain  day^  the  defendants  would  pay  on  demand. 

Thirdly.  It  appears  by  an  indorsement  on  the 
^vriting  in  question,  that  by  computation  by  the  plain- 
tiffs and  Solomon  Bamum,  there  was  found  due  to  the 
plaintiffs  on  settlement  on  the  19th  o^  February ,  1798, 
1,556  dols.  70  cts. ;  that  Solomon  Barman  gave  his 
note  for  that  sum  to  Asa  Farnum,  and  the  other  de- 
fendants gave  their  assurance  for  the  payment  of  this 
note.  This  certainly  extinguished  the  first  promise, 
'  which  is  that  declared  on. 

Israel  Smithy  for  the  plaintiffs.  ITiese  exceptions 
are  mattery  to  be  considered  by  die  Jury,  not  by  the 
Bench.  There  can  be  no  question  but  here  are  the 
right  parties.    Whether  the  construction  of  the  pro- 
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Faroum  et  ai.   misc  declared  upon  be  different  from  what  is  insisted 

Bamum  ct  ai.   upon  by  the  plaintiffs,  is  a  matter  of  fact  for  the  Jury. 

"""""""""'^   Part  of  the  promise  is  reduced  to  WTiting ;  part  rests 

on  parol  testimony.  Surely  a  promise  may  be  re- 
duced to  writing,  and  tht  consideration  omitted  and 
afterwards  substantiated  by  parol  evidence.  If,  in  a 
promissory  note,  the  words  "  value  received''  should 
be  omitted,  might  not  the  consideration  of  such  note 
be  shewn  by  parol  testimony  ? 

To  the  second  exception  we  reply :  It  is  a  rule  of 
law,  that  actions  upon  covenants  reduced  to  writing 
may  be  brought  on  the  covenants,  or  on  the  penal 
part;  so,  by  parity  of  reastfft,  we  may  bring  this  action 
upon  the  parol  6r  written  part  of  this  promise :  but 
we  can  discern  no  variance  in  the  promise  declared 
upon,  and  the  promise  in  the  instrument  offered  in 
evidence.  By  a  fair  construction  of  both,  Solomon 
*  JSamum  was  to  have  two  years  to  make  payment,  and 
so  fast  within  the  two  years  as  he  could,  which  was 
to  rest  on  himself.  In  case  of  Solomon  Bamum^s 
failure  at  the  expiration  of  two  years,  the  defendants 
were  to  be  liable,  and  no  suits  were  to  be  brought  in 
the  mean  while. 

But  our  opponents  say,  thirdly,  that  they  discover 
in  the  indorsement  upon  the  instrument,  that  a  pro- 
missory note  has  been  executed  by  Solomon  Bamum 
to  Asa  Farnum  only ;  and  this  operates  an  extin- 
guishment of  the  joint  demand  of  the  present  plain- 
tiffs- But  the  instrument  which  we  offer  speaks  of  a 
sum  uncertain,  which  was  to  be  ascertained.  The 
adjustment  indorsed  on  the  same  paper  was  in  pur- 
suance of  the  spirit  of  the  contract.  It  was  necessary 
tliat  such  adjustment  should  take  place,  in  order  to 
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make  the  defendants  liable.  A  note  is  made  to  Asa  Funam  et  d. 
Famumj  one  of  the  plaintiffs,  but  must  it  not  be  Barnumetai. 
considered  as  made  to  him  in  trust  for  the  use  of  the  — — — — 
others.  The  simple  statement  of  the  case  is,  that  the 
defendants  promised  to  pay  the  debts  of  one  of  them 
in  consideration  of  forbearance ;  the  sum  uncertain, 
and  to  be  reduced  to  certainty  by  ^  computation  to  be 
made  by  the  plaintiffs  and  the  debtor ;  the  computa- 
tion is  made,  the  sum  ascertained,  and  a  memoran- 
dum in  writing  in  the  form  of  a  promisscMy  note 
given  to  one  of  the  plaintiffs,  and  all  the  defendants 
engage  to  pay  the  contents  of  the  note,  being  the 
sum  ascertained  by  the  indorsement,  which  is  but 
affirming  the  promise  of  their  primary  contract.  Does 
this  extinguish  the  promise  declared  upon  ?  Can  ac- 
cord be  pleaded  without  satisfaction  ?  Was  a  mere 
charge  of  security,  if  we  consider  it  in  this  light,  ever 
<:onsidered  as  payment  ? 

The  doctrine  of  extinguishment  is  clear.    The  ge-  ^««-  ^^.  ▼ol-  3. 

p.  10& 

neral  rule  is,  that  a  creditor  accepting  a  higher  secu- 
rity than  he  had  before,  is  an  extinguishment  of  the 
first  debt ;  as  if  a  creditor  by  simple  contract  accepts 
an  obligation,  thi&  extingubhes  the  simple  contract 
debt 

But  the  accepting  a  security  of  an  inferior  nature,  cvo.yac.  p.  649, 
is  by  no  means  an  extinguishment  of  the  first  debt ;  £r^ni.  p.  2% 
as  if  a  bond  be  given  in  satisfaction  of  a  judgment. 

Also  the  accepting  of  a  security  of  equal  degree^  Cro.  Mtiz.  p. 

o/\j    7>M>    ^o*/ 

which  at  the  worst  is  our  case,  is  no  extinguishment  sr^.  74. 
of  the  first  debt.  *^"^®- 


78  RUTLAND  COUNTY, 

Famum  et  ai.       Hall,  Judge.     The  point  which  labours  witli  me 
Bamum  ct  ai   IS  thc  alleged  variance  between  the  promise  declared 

uix)n,  and  that  contained  in  the  writing  offered  in 
evidence.  If  they  substantially  differ,  the  paper  ad- 
duced cannot  be  read  in  evidence. 

Daniel  Chipman.  If  a  man  brings  an  action  upon 
a  ^vritten  contract,  he  must  produce  a  writing  con- 
formable to  his  statement  in  his  declaration,  and  not 
be  allowed  to  produce  a  %\Titing  which  contains  ex- 
trinsic matters,  which  require  to  be  buttressed  by 
parol  testimony.  The  facts  are  immaterial,  but  as 
they  shew  a  variance  ;  and  to  this  purpose  we  men- 
tioned the  note  given  by  Bamum  to  Famum.  Ques- 
tions of  construction  of  contracts  may  be  proper  for 
a  Jury ;  but  here  the  question  is  not  whether  their  or 
our  construction  is  better,  but  whether  there  is  a  va- 
riance in  the  promise  declared  on  and  the  promise 
in  the  writing  produced.  We  did  not  mean  to  rely 
upon  the  doctrine  of  extinguishment  of  debts.  The 
note  from  Bamum  to  Farnum  was  mentioned  merely 
to  shew  the  variance.  But  surely,  if  the  defendants 
in  this  case  had  g^iven  a  promissory  note  to  the  plain- 
tiffs, containing  the' sum  adjusted,  it  would  have  ex- 
tinguished the  contract  declared  upon. 

By  the  Court.  Let  the  writing  be  read  to  the 
Jury.  It  appears  to  be  substantially  the  same  with 
tliat  proferted  in  the  declaration.    Hesitante  HalL 

Israel  Smithy  for  plaintiffs. 
Daniel  Cliipmariy  for  defendants. 
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Brake 

V. 

Collins. 


Jasper  L.  Drake,  Appellant, 

against 
Nathaniel  Collins,  Appellee. 


THE  plaintiff  declared  on  the  following  promis-    a  promissory 

note  deposited 
SOF}^  note  :  with    arbitra- 

January  24th,  1798.       Ti  'ti^^ 

For  value  received,  I  promise  to  pay  Jasper  L.  mount^f  thetr 

Drake  eighty  dollars ;  as  witness  my  hand,  *^"^'  **  v^»<*- 

Nathaniel  Collins. 

General  issue  found,  and  cause  to  die  Jurv'. 

« 

Israel  Smithy  for  the  plaintiff,  stated  this  to  be  what 
is  commonly  called  an  arbitration  note.  Some  dis- 
pute had  arisen  between  the  parties,  who  agreed  to 
submit  their  differences  to  arbitrators  indifferently 
chosen ;  that  a  day  and  place  were  agreed  upon  for 
the  arbitrators  to  meet.  Cross  promissory  notes  of 
equal  tenor  and  date  were  made  by  the  parties,  and 
deposited  with  the  aibitrators,  with  power  according 
to  the  submission  to  reduce  by  indorsement  the  note 
made  by  him  against  whom  the  award  might  be 
made,  to  such  sum  as  should  be  foimd  due  by  the 
arbitrators,  and  to  deliver  the  same  with  his  own  note 
to  the  other  party.  That  the  note  declared  upon  was 
one  of  these  notes.  That  the  arbitrators  met  on  the 
day  and  place  appointed.  The  parties  appeared, 
when  Collins  objected  to  proceeding  to  business,  al- 
leging that  his  witnesses  were  not  present,  and  that  it 
wa^  too  late  in  the  day  for  him  to  procure  them.  The 
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Drake       parties  then  agreed  that  the  matters  in  dispute  should 

Collins.       be  submitted  to  the  arbitrators  upon  their  own  state- 

"""'*'"*"■""  ment ;  and  if  either  was  discontented  with  the  award, 

he  should  be  entitled  to  a  rehearing  the  next  day,  when 
he  might  produce  his  witnesses.  They  accordingly 
submitted  the  matter  in  dispute  to  the  arbitrators, 

who  published  their  award.    Collins  declared  himself 

« 

discontented.  The  arbitrators  convened  the  next  day, 
at  the  same  place.  Collins  did  not  appear  to  claim  a 
new  hearing.  The  arbitrators  reduced  the  note  de- 
clared upon  to  the  sum  found  due  to  the  plaintiff  by 
their  award,  and  delivered  the  note,  together  with  his 
own,  to  him,  according  to  the  terms  of  the  submis- 
sion. And  to  recover  the  contents  of  this  promissory 
note,  his  client  had  brought  the  present  suit. 

Chief  Judge.  If  tliis  statement  be  corrept,  and 
this  note  was  given  to  abide  the  award  of  arbitrators 
in  the  mode  stated,  it  has  been  settled  by  the  Court, 
that  such  notes  are  void. 

Darius  Chipmany  for  the  plaintiff.  Can  this  be 
taken  advantage  of  under  the  general  issue  ? 

Chief  Judge.  It  goes  to  the  consideration  of  the 
note,  and  may  be  taken  advantage  of  under  the  ge- 
neral issue.  It  is  a  question,  whether,  after  confes- 
sion and  judgment  to  enforce  an  arbitration  award, 
such  judgment  would  not  be  set  aside. 

Hall,  Judge.  I  do  not  consider  arbitration  notes 
ipso  facto  void,  but  voidable.     I  conceive  that  the 
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award  and  every  other  circumstance  may  jbe  gone       Drake 

V. 

into  under  the  general  issue.  CcUins. 


Chief  Judge,  I  cany  the  principle  further.  Icon- 
i^der  such  notes  as  void  for  want  of  consideration ; 
but  the  fact,  whether  arbitration  note  or  not,  may  be 
left  to  the  Jury. 

Smith,  Judge.  When  this  subject  was  first  start- 
ed, I  was  rather  inclined  to  be  in  opinion  with  my 
brother  Hall,  that  arbitration  notes,  as  they  are 
styled,  are  not  in  themselves  void^  but  merely  voida- 
ble; that  when  a  suit  is  commenced  upon  such  note, 
the  defendant  under  the  general  issue  must  first  shew 
that  the  note  declared  upon  is  of  this  nature,  and  then 
may  be  let  in  to  impeach  the  submission,  the  con- 
duct of  the  parties  and  of  the  arbitrators,  the  award— 
every  circumstance  relative  to  the  transaction.  But 
if  this  doctrine  has  been  done  away  by  repeated  de- 
cisions, as  stated  by  the  Chief  Justice,  I  should  think 
it  my  duty  to  acquiesce  in  such  decisions,  although 
'  none  such  ever  came  to  my  knowledge,  and  such  de- 

cisions must  have  been  made  before  I  had  the  ho- 
nour of  a  seat  on  this  bench. 

Witnesses  were  now  sworn,  who  established  the 
iacts  substantially,  as  stated  by  the  leading  counsel 
fbr  the  plaintiff. 

The  Chief  Judge,  in  his  charge  to  the  Jury,  ob- 
served, that  the  note  was  prima  Jade  evidence  of  a 
legal  demand  by  plaintiff  against  the  defendant ;  that 
tiiere  were  two  points  made  in  the  defence: 

i  11 
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Drake  First.    That  it  was  an  arbitration  note,  and  as  such 

V. 

CoUins.       not  recoverable  by  law. 

Secondly.  That  if  recoverable  as  an  arbitration 
note,  yet  there  were  circumstances  attending  the  ar- 
bitration which  inhibited  the  plaintiff  from  reco- 
vering. 

If  tliey  were  convinced  this  was  an  arbitration  note, 
they  must  find  a  verdict  for  the  defendant ;  for  it  had 
been  decided  before  and  since  he  came  upon  the 
bench,  that  such  notes  are  in  themselves  void,  there 
being  no  legal  consideration  in  them. 

As  to  the  second  point,  he  believed  the  Jurors 
would  have  no  occasion  to  make  it  the  subject  of 
their  inquiry.  If,  however,  they  inclined  to  consider 
it,  they  had  heard  the  evidence,  and  might  apply  it  to 
the  cause.  '» 

Verdict  for  defendant. 
Israel  Smith  and  Darius  Chipman^  for  plaintiff. 
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t    ' 

*« 

Chipman 

V. 

Sawj'er. 

Darius  Chipman,  Appellee,  ^___ 

against 
.  James  Sawyer,  Sheriff  of  Chittenden  County. 

DEBT  on  an  escai^e,  ^S^V"^  ??«"■ 

*  tin    m     eject- 

Summon  James  Sawyer j  Esquire,  sheriff  of  CAeV-  «>ent  cannot 

maintain  aii  ac- 

tenden  County,  to  appear,  &c.  and  answer  unto  Da-  tion  ap^ainst 
rius  Chipmaitf  in  a  plea,  8cc.  that  to  the  plaintiff  the  escape  of  a  dc- 
defendant  render  and  pay  the  sum  of  69  dols.  25  cts.  mUied  on"an 
which  he  justly  owes,  and  unjustly  detains  from  him;  ^^^'ft,"  "*/he 
for  that  whereas  the  plaintiff]  on  the  demise  of  James  d^^^ff^s  and 

r  %u  ^  •/  costs  recovered 

McGregor ^  Esquire j  of  Londonderry^  State  of  New-  in  the  action  of 

TT  f-iP  -ii  -1         .  n  ejectment. 

riampsfnrey  heretofore,  to  wit,  by  the  consideration  of  Sheriff,  a« 
the  County  Court  holden  at  Rutland,  within  and  for  prUon  to  which 
the  County  of  Rutland,  on  the  Monday  next  pre-  deKromln* 
ceding  the  third  Tuesday  of  March,  1793,  recovered  ^otlLbk'^fo^p^a 
judgment  aeainst /flrn;?fl  CAz/rc/i/V/,  late  of //^A6ar(/if on,  n«g:^'ge"t  cs- 

J       o  o  ^  '  cape    ot    such 

in  the  County  of  Rutland,  now  of  Georgia,  in  the  debtor. 
County  of  Franklin,  for  the  sum  of  eij^ht  cents  da- 
mages, and  for  the  sum  of  69  dols.  27  cts.  costs  of 
suit,  as  by  the  files  and  records  of  the  County  Court, 
ready  here  in  Court  to  be  shewn,  may  fully  ap- 
pear ;  which  said  judgment  yet  remains  in  full  force, 
strength,  and  effect,  in  no  wise  reversed,  annulled, 
paid  or  satisfied;  and  the  plaiutifF  further  saith,  that  the 
baid  damages  and  costs,  so  by  him  in  manner  and  form 
aforesaid  recovered,  being  unpaid  and  unsatisfied,  he 
the  plaintiff,  on  the  15th  of  April,  1799,  prayed  out 
his  certain  writ  of  execution  of  that  date,  at  the  price 
of  twenty-five  cents,  in  due  form  of  law,  for  the  sum 
aforesaid,  made  returnable  in  sixty  days  from  the 
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chipmm     date,  signed  by  Nathan  Osgood^  Clerk  of  said  Coun^ 

Sawyer.       Court,  directed  to  the  sheriff  of  Franklin  County,  &c. 
commanding  him  to  levy  the  said  writ  of  execution 
on  the  goods,  chattels  6r  lands  of  the  said  Jcama^  if  to 
be  found  within  his  precincts,  sufficient  to  pay  and 
satisfy  the  said  sums  contained  in  said  writ  of  execu- 
tion, together  with  fees  for  lev}  ing  the  same  ;  and  for 
want  of  such  goods  and  chattels,  to  be  by  the  said 
Janna  shewn  to  him,  to  take  the  body  of  the  said 
Janna^  and  him  commit  to  the  keeper  of  the  gaol  in 
Burlingtony  in  the  County  of  Chittenden^  within  said 
prion,  there  to  be  safely  kept  until  he  the  said  Janna 
should  pay  and  satisfy  the  said  sums  contained  in  said 
writ  of  execution,  together  with  all  legal  fees  which 
might  accrue  in  consequence  of  said  commitment,  or 
until  he  should  be  discliarged  by  the  said  Darius  or 
otherwise,  by  order  of  law ;  which  said  writ  of  exe- 
cution  afterwards  and  before  the  return  day  thereof, 
to  wit,  on  the  first  day  of  June^  1799,  was  by  the 
plaintiff  delivered  to  Prince  B.  Hally  who  tlien  was, 
and  for  more  than  sixty  days  after  continued  to  be 
sheriff  of  the  County  of  Franklin^  and  afterwards 
and  before  the  return  day  of  said  writ  of  execution, 
to  wit,  on  the  7th  day  of  June^  1799,  he  the  said. 
Prince  B.  Hall  continuing  to  be  sheriff  of  the  County 
of  Franklin  as  aforesaid,  for  want  of  goods  and  chat- 
tels of  the  said  Janna^  by  virtue  of  said  writ  of  exe- 
cution arrested  and  took  the  body  of  the  said  Janna^ 
and  him  committed  to  the  defendant,  who  then  was 
and  still  is  sheriff  of  the  County  of  Chittenden^  and  by 
virtue  of  his  said  oflice  of  sheriff,  keeper  of  the  com- 
mon gaol  in  said  County  of  Chittenden^  within  the 
said  prison ;  and  the  defendant  then  and  tliere,  to  wit, 
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en  the  13th  day  of  /aw,  1799,  at  Bur&ngton  as  Chiprnwi 
aforesaid,  received  the  body  of  the  said  Jarma  as  Sawyer. 
aforesaid,  him  safely  to  keep  within  said  prison,  ac- 
cording to  the  precept  of  said  writ.  Nevertheless  the 
defendant,  not  regarding  the  duties  of  his  said  office 
as  sheriff  as  aforesaid,  after  the  commitment  of  the 
said  Janna  as  aforesaid,  he  the  defendant  being  sheriff 
as  aforesaid,  to  wit,  on  the  said  13  th  day  of  June,  1799, 
at  Burlington  aforesaid,  suffered  the  said  Janna  to  go 
at  large  out  of  said  prison  whither  he  would,  and  so 
to  escape  from  said  prison  and  the  liberties  thereof, 
whereby  an  action  hath  accrued  to  the  plaintiff,  to 
have  and  demand  of  and  from  the  defendant  the  said 
^  sum  of  69  dols.  25  cts.  yet,  &c.  addamnumy  lOO 

dollars. 
I  The  defendant  craved  oyer  of  the  record  in  tiic 

plaintiff's  declaration  mentioned,  which  is  read  to 
him  in  the  words,  &c. 

Be  it  remembered,  that  at  County  Court  begun 
and  holden  at  Rutland,  within  and  for  the  County  of 
i  Rutland^  on  the  third  Tuesday  of  March,  1793,  pre- 

sent in  Court  the  Chief  Judge  and  Assistant  Judges, 
Janna  Churchill,  of  Hubbardton,  in  the  County  of 
Rutland,  was  summoned  to  appear  before  said  Coun* 
iy  Court,  at  this  term,  begun  and  holden  at  Rutland^ 
\  within  and  for  said  County,  on  the  third  Tuesday  of 

J^avembfir,  1788,  then  and  there  to  answer  unto  Da* 
rius  Chipman,  of  said  Rutland,  in  a  plea  of  trespass 
and  ejectment ;  whereupon  the  plaintiff  complains, 
that  James  McGregor,  of  Londonderry,  in  the  State  of 
New^Hampshire,  executor  of  the  last  will  and  testa- 
ment qf  David  McGregor,  deceased,  had,  on  the  10th 
day  of  March,  .now  last  past,  granted  and  to  fan^ 


'^ 
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Chipman      letteii  to  the  plaintiffy  a  certain  messuage  or  farm  of 

Sawyer.       land  bounded  as  follows.    Plaintiff  here  describes  die 

■*"■""""""""  land  as  being  part  of  Lot  No.  19.  severed  to  the  pro» 

prietar}-  right  of  Joseph  Purdy,  and  part  of  Lot  No. 
20.  severed  to  the  right  of  John  Moorcy  situated, 
lying  and  being  in  Hubbardton  aforesaid,  and  now  or 
late  in  the  tenure  and  occupation  of  Janna  Churchill 
or  his  assigns ;  to  have  and  to  hold  the  said  tenements, 
with  the  appurtenances  thereof,  to  the  plaintiff  and 
his  assigns,  from  the  first  day  of  January  then  last 
past,  to  the  full  end  and  term  of  fifteen  years  from 
thence  ensuing,  and  fully  to  be  completed  and  ended, 
by  virtue  of  which  said  demise  the  plaintiff  entered 
into  the  tenements  aforcsaid,  with  the  appurtensuices, 
and  was  thereof  possessed  until  the  10th  day  Of  AprU 
now  last  past,  when  the  defendant,  with  force  and 
arms,  entered  into  the  tenements  with  the  appur- 
tenances, in  and  upon  the  possession  of  the  plaintiff, 
and  ejected,  expelled  and  amoved  the  plaintiff  from 
the  possession  aforesaid,  his  said  term  therein  not 
being  expired,  and  kept  out,  and  still  keeps  out  the 
plaintiff  from  his  possession  aforesaid,  and  then  and 
there  did  other  injuries  to  the  plaintiff,  against  the 
peace,  and  to  the  damage  of  the  plaintiff,  50/.  lawful 
money,  and  to  recover  possession  of  the  said  mes* 
suage  and  tenements,  with  his  said  damages  and  just 
costs,  the  plaintiff  brings  suit.  Writ  dated  May 
29th,  1788.  At  which  term  comes  the  said  Darius 
Chipmany  and  the  said  Janna  Churchill  by  his  attor- 
nev  Israel  Smith,  and  the  said  Janna  entered  into  the 
common  rule,  and  confessed  the  lease,  entry  and  ouster 
in  the  plaintiff's  declaration,  and  consented  on  the 
record  to  insist  upon  the  title  only  under  the  geneml 
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issue  by  him  to  be  hereafter  pleaded,  and  craved  chipman 
leave  to  imparl,  which  was  granted  unto  him  by  the  sawyer. 
Court,  and  the  said  cause  ^vas  continued  from  term  — — — — — 
to  term,  until  the  term  of  the  County  Court  holden 
at  Rutland,  within,  &c.  on  the  third  Tuesday  of  No- 
vember, 1792.  At  which  term  comes  the  plaintiff  by 
his  attomies  Daniel  suiid  Darius  Chipman,  and  the  de- 
fendant by  his  attornies  Isaac  Tichenor  and  Israel 
Smithy  and  the  defendant  pleads  that  he  is  not  guilty 
of  the  force  and  injury  as  has  been  complained  of  by 
the  plaintiff,  as  in  his  declaration  alleged,  and  thereof 
puts  himself  on  the  country  for  trial  by  his  said  at- 
tomies, and  the  plaintiff  doth  the  like  by  his  attornies; 
and  a  Jury  of  good  and  lawful  freeholders  of  the 
County  were  impanelled  and  sworn  to  try  the  issue 
aforesaid,  who  on  their  oath  say,  that  as  to  Lot  No. 
19.  severed  to  the  proprietary  of  Joseph  Purdy,  part 
and  parcel  of  the  tenements  in  the  plaintiff's  declara- 
tion described,  the  defendant  is  not  guilty  in  manner 
and  form  as  the  plaintiff  in  his  declaration  hath  al- 
leged ;  and  as  to  part  of  Lot  No.  23.  severed  to  the 
right  of  John  Moore,  part  and  parcel  and  residue  of 
the  premises  described  in  the  plaintiff's  declaration, 
the  Jury  on  their  oath  do  say,  that  the  defendant  is 
guilty  of  the  trespass  and  ejectment  laid  to  his  charge 
in  manner  and  form  as  the  plaintiff  in  his  declaration 
hath  alleged,  and  assess  damages  at  one  shilling. 
Whereupon  it  is  considered  by  the  Court,  that  the 
plaintiff  recover  of  the  defendant  his  term  yet  to  come 
of  that  part  and  parcel  of  the  lands  described  in  the 
declaration,  of  which  the  defendaiit  stands  convict  of 
the  trespass  and  ejectment  by  verdict  of  the  Jury,  to- 
gether with  the  said  one  shilling  damages,  and  his 
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Chipraan      costs.     From  which  judgment  the  defendant  move# 
Sawyer.       for  and  was  admitted  to  a  review  of  said  cause,  to  be 

"""*""■"*— "^  heard  and  tried  before  us  the  Court  at  the  next  term 

of  the  same  Court  next  to  be  holden  at  Rutland, 

I  within  and  for,  &c.  on  the  third  Tuesday  of  Morchy 

1793.  At  which  ternt  comes  the  plamtiff  by  his  said 
attomies,  and  the  defendant  by  his  attorney  Cephas 
Smithy  who  pleads  and  says,  that  as  to  Lot  No,  20« 
severed  to  the  proprietary  right  of  John  Moore^  he 
confesses  himself  guilty,  but  as  to  the  residue  of  the 
premises  described  in  the  plaintiff's  declaration,  t^ 
wit,  that  part  and  parcel  of  the  premises  severed  to 
the  proprietary  right  of  Joseph  Purdy^  he  says  he  is 
not  guilty  of  the  trespass  and  ejectment  complained 
of  in  the  plaintiff's  plaint,  and  this  he  prays  may  be 
inquired  of  by  the  countr)%  and  the  plaintiff  doth  the 
like  by  his  attomies.  Whereupon  a  Jury  of  good  and 
lawful  freeholders  of  said  County  were  impanelled 
and  sworn,  who  on  their  oath  say,  that  the  defendant 
is  guilty  of  the  trespass  and  ejectment  complained  of 
in  manner  and  form  as  the  plaintiff  in  his  declaration 
hath  alleged,  as  to  Lot  No.  20.  in  the  declaration 
mentioned,^  and  assess  damages  at  sixpence,  and  for 
his  costs.  Whereupon  it  is  considered  by  the  Court 
here,  that  the  plaintiff  recover  of  the  defendant  his 
term  yet  to  come  in  that  part  and  parcel  of  the  lands 
described  in  the  declaration,  to  wit,  that  part  and  par- 
eel  of  the  premises  of  which  the  defendant  stands  here 
convict,  by  verdict  of  the  Jury,  of  the  trespass  and 
ejectment  whereof  he  may  have  possession,  together 
with  sixpence  damages,  and  his  costs  taxed  here  by 
the  Court  at  69  dols.  17  cts.  whereof  he  may  have 
execution.    Writ  of  possession  issued  9th  day  of 
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April,  1799.    All  which  being  heard  and  read,  the      ciiipman 
defendant  demurs  specially  to  the  declaration.    Join-      Sawyer. 
'der  in  demurrer.  "^ 

And  for  causes  of  demuircr,  the  defendant  takes 
the  following  exceptions : 

First.  That  the  judgment  in  the  original  action  is 
void,  because  rendered  virtually  in  favour  of  James 
McGregor y  lessor  of  the  plaintiff,  as  executor  of  Z)ff- 
vidM^OregoTj  deceased;  executor  having  no rigltt 
to  maintain  an  action  of  ejectment  for  lands  of  which 
testate  died  seised. 

Secondly.  The  execution  was  illegally  issued,  the 
judgment  having  been  rendered  March  term,  of  the 
County  Court,  1798,  and  the  execution  having  issued 
jipril  15th,  1799,  more  than  a  year  and  a  day  after 
judgment  rendered. 

Thirdly.  That  James  Sawyety  sheriff,  is  not  in 
Ais  case  liable ;  but  the  liabilit)',  if  any,  is  on  the 
County  of  Chittenden. 

Fourthly.  That  the  nominal  plaintiff  in  ejectment 
cannot  maintain  this  action. 

Fifthly.  That  provided  the  commitment  was  legiil, 
Janna  Churchill  bemg  committed  to  the  gaol  in  Chit- 
tenden County  by  the  sheriff  of  Franklin  County,  the 
sheriff  of  Chittenden  County  is  not  liable. 

Cooky  in  support  of  the  demurrer.  This  is  an  ac- 
tion brought  by  the  nominal  plaintiff  in  ejectment  • 
against  the  sheriff  of  Chittenden  County,  for  the 
escape  of  Janna  Churchilly  the  tenant  in  ejectment, 
from  the  gaol  in  that  County,  who  was  committed  by 
the  sheriff  of /VawMn  County,  upon  an  execution  in 

12 


90  RUTLAND  COUNTY, 

Chipmau      fevour  of  the  nominal  plaintiff ;  the  record  of  nvhidl 
Sa  Jyer.      judgment  is  exhibited  on  oyer. 

The  first  exception,  that  the  original  action  was 

brought  by  a  person  not  entitled  to  maintain  such  ac* 
tion,  is  well  founded.  James  MGregor,  as  executor 
to  David  McGregor,  was  a  stranger  to  the  suit.  The 
old  maxim  is,  *  the  land  to  the  heir,  and  the  chattels 
to  the  executor  or  administrator.'  In  some  cases,  the 
executor  or  administrator  may  stand  in  the  shoes  of 
the  deceased,  as  on  contracts ;  not  so  on  torts,  Tlic 
judgment  was  rendered  beftre  the  existence  of  the 

Vermont  Stat    prescut  Statute,  which  enables  the  executor  and  ad- 

vol.  1    p.  144.      *^  .    .  ... 

Aci  passed      miuistrator  to  maintain  actions  both  on  contracts  and 

loth  March,        ^  „„  .  «     .  .  •       j         • 

1797.  torts.     Ihe  action  of  ejectment  is  a  mixed  action; 

when  stripped  of  its  legal  fiction,  the  lessor  of  the 
plaintiff  is  the  real  plaintiff.  It  is  observable,  that  in 
all  tlie  systematic  books  on  the  subject,  under  the 
head  of  who  may  bring  such  action,  the  person  con- 
sidered as  capable  of  bringing  it  is  always  the  lessor 
of  the  plaintiff.  The  nominal  -/aintiff  is  always  con- 
sidered as  a  fictitious  being,  representing  by  circum- 
locution the  person  of  the  real  plaintiff,  styled  by  fic- 
tion the  lessor.  Judgment  in  favour  of  the  executor 
is  not  merely  erroneous,  but  void.  Com.  Dig.  vol.  I. 
p.  483,  484,  485,  under  the  head,  what  action  execu- 
tor  shall  have. 

By  common  law,  executors  and  administrators  had 

P        no  right  to  bring  actions  of  tort  in  the  name  of  the 

deceased.  It  is  true  the  English  statutes  have  in  some 

cases  cured  this,  but  not  as  to  ejectment. 

Sviijr*  System,      In  the  State  of  Connecticut y  executor  may  main- 

vol.  1.  p.  429.     ^^  ^^  action  on  contracts,  not  on  torts. 
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The  statute  which  governed  at  the  rendering  this      chipman 
judgment  empowered  executors  and  administrators      Sawyer, 
to  maintain  suits  in  the  name  of  persons  dying  pend-  ffarm.Ed.  Fer^ 
ing  suits.    The  common  law  was  left  to  govern  as  to  ^'  ^^**"    ^' 
the  bringing  actions^  and  they  were  not  enabled  to 
maintain  snch  actions  as  they  were  precluded  from 
tnstitutif^  by  the  common  law. 

We  shall  cite  a  case  decided  in  this  Court,  fresi)  ibid, 
within  the  memory  of  the  bench :  Plaintiff  brought 
his  action  of  trespajss  for  burning  a  grist-mill,  and 
died  pending  the  suit.  Administrator  was  suffered 
to  prosecute  under  the  statute  read,  in  the  name  of 
the  intestate.  Verdict  for  the  plaintiff.  Motion  in 
arrest  of  judgment,  which  prevailed,  upon  the  prin- 
ciple that  administrator  could  not  maintain  action 
upon  tort  in  the  name  of  the  intestate. 

We  sltedl  also  notice  the  case  of  JSdsofij  decided  in 
fFhukor  Count}%  where  the  plaintiff  died  pending  the 
suit,  and  the  executor  came  in  to  support  the  action 
in  the  name  of  the  testate,  and  this  Court  decided, 
that  the  action  did  not  survive  because  it  was  an  ac- 
tion on  tort, 

The  original  judgment  was  therefore  void,  and  not 
merely  erroneous,  which  might  have  been  rectified 
by  a  writ  of  error ;  and  the  sheriff,  or,  if  he  had  been 
protected  by  his  process,  the  plaintiff,  would  have 
been  liable  to  an  action  for  false  imprisonment  at  the 
suit  of  Janna  ChurchUL  ^ 

The  second  exception  arises  out  of  the  record  of 
the  judgment,  which  is  to  be  taken  as  part  of  the  de- 
claration, being  proferted  therein,  and  spread  upon 
the  record  on  oyer. 
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CkipiMui         No  prinuuy  execution  oiight  to  be  bsued  more 

sawyer.      &an  a  year  and  a  day  after  the  judgment.    There 

2  vin.  Abr       "^^^t  be  a  chain  of  executions,  an  alias^  pluriesy  &€• 

i^tra  399       ^  ^^^  ^^  Jittigment  alive*    When  a  judgment  is 

suffered  to  lie  dormant  six  years  after  it  b  rendered, 
or  any  time  beyond  a  year  and  a  day,  it  lapses  into  a 
contract  upon  record,  and  must  by  scire  Jheias  be  re- 
vived into  a  new  judgment. 

We  might  here  notice  the  awkward  manner  in 
which  the  record  of  die  final  judgment  in  the  County 
Court  is  made  up.  The  defendant,  it  appears,  plead- 
ed not  guilty  as  to  part  of  the  premises,  and  confessed 
himself  guilty  of  the  trespass  and  ejectment  as  to  die 
residue.  If  we  can  learn  any  thing  from  the  record, 
the  verdict  finds  the  defendant  guilty  of  the  trespass. 
Sec.  upon  that  section  of  the  premises  which  was  not 
in  isHue,  and  is  silent  as  to  that  part  which  was  solely 
under  the  consideration  of  the  Jury.  But  as  this  may 
be  imputed  to  clerical  inaccuracy,  and  nught  possibly 
have  been  cured  by  writ  of  error,  we  shall  not  insist 
upon  it  in  tlie  present  ailment. 

The  third  exception  we  shall  blend  and  consider 
'     with  the  fifth. 

The  fourth  exception  states,  that  nominal  plaintiff 
cannot  maintain  this  action.  In  Burraw^s  Reports^ 
vol.  2.  p.  665,  Aslin  v.  Parkin j  it  is  held,  that  no- 
minal plaintiff  may  maintain  an  action  for  mesne  pro- 
fits. It  will  be  necessary  to  examine  the  principles 
which  govern  tliis  case,  and  the  ancient  doctrines  of 
ejectment.  The  action  of  ejectment  was  invented  to 
get  rid  of  the  tedious  delays  caused  by  the  bringing, 
real  actions.  Anciently  the  demise  was  real,  and  the 
now  nominal  plaintiff  a  real  sufferer ;  but  the  action 
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found  beneficial,  it  was  continued  to  trjr  tide* 
But  in  England  diey  are  still  obliged  to  adhere  m 
some  measure  to  tf^  dd  forms,  and  have  respect  to  ^■*"— "■^" 
diose  principles  upon  which  the  action  was  primarily 
introduced.  But  the  action  of  ejectment  introduced 
in  this  country  has  been  held  m  toto  fictitious*  In« 
deed  a  kte  statute  has  stripped  it  of  all  its  fictions,  vamum  Sut 
The  doctrine  held  in  England  cannot  therefore  apply 
here,  llie  nominal  plaintiff  cannot  be  ccmsUlered 
here  even  as  a  tru^ee  for  his  lessor,  and  there  can  be 
no  doubt  that  here  the  lessor  in  ejectment  may  main* 
tain  an  action  for  the  mesne  profits :  but  in  England 
they  are  bound  by  precedents  coeval  with  the  action 
itself,  and  which  their  Courts  suffered  to  foster  a 
novel  but  beneficial  action.  In  this  government  the 
reason  of  those  precedents  fail,  and  their  authority 
with  it*  Here  the  nominal  pl^ntiff  is  merely  so. 
John  Doe  or  Richard  Lackland  might  as  weU  have 
been  inserted  in  the  writ  as  Darius  CAf]^mizn*-this 
person  in  esse.  In  recovery  had  by  Doe  or  Lackland^ 
if  execution  issues  in  their  names,  and  money  is  ccd« 
lected,  to  whom  does  it  enure  ?  who  shall  receipt  the 
money  to  the  sheriff  when  collected  ?  In  the  present 
case,  must  the  leteor  be  driven  to  the  old  doctrine 

« 

of  uses  and  trusts  to  recover  it  from  this  real  nominal 
plaintiff?  The  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  must  respond 
the  costs  if  he  fail  in  his  suit,  and  why  not  bring  his 
action  to  receive  if  he  recover?  The  practice  has 
been  various  in  the  several  Counties  in  this  State  ;- 
but  it  has  been  most  usually  practised  in  nonsuit  on 
ejectment,  for  defendant  to  take  out  execution  against 
the  lessor :  though  in  some  Counties  the  defendant 
has  taken  out  his  execution  for  costs  against  the  no- 
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Ch^fHui  minal  plaintiff,  and  obtained  a  ma^  formal  nan  est  to 
Sawyer.  be  returned  upon  it,  and  then  brought  a  scire  fama» 
against  the  lessor,  in  which  he  was  obliged  to  declare 
that  he  had  caused  the  execution  to  be  presented  to 
the  said  John  Doe^  to  be  by  him  satisfied,  fisum  te^ 
neatis.  But  in  no  case,  where  the  name  of  some  in« 
habitant  of  this  State,  of  legal  age,  has  been  inserted 
in  the  writ  as  nominal  plaintiff,  has  any  writ  of  exe* 
cution  upon  nonsuit,  discontinuance,  verdict,  or&t* 
lure  of  the  lessor,  been  issued  against  that  questiona- 
ble heteroclite  personage,  a  real  nominal  plaintiff.  If 
judgment  for  costs  in  the  original  suit  had  gone  the 
other  way,  and  defendant  had  brought  a  suit  against 
my  brother  Chipman^  we  should  have  heard  him  de- 
clare, that  the  Darius  Chipman^  nominal  plaintiff,  was 
a  mere  John  Doe;  a  nominal  fictitious  being,  and  not 
Darius  Chipman^  the  substantial  suitor,  who  now 
sturdily  demands  our  property. 

Vermont  Stat        "^^  ^^  cxceptiou,  which  includcs  the  third,  i$ 
vol.  1.  p.ea      founded  on  our  own  statutes.    The  37th  section  of 

the  judiciary  act  provides  in  substance,  that  when  a 
sheriff  of  a  County  in  which  there  is  no  legal  gaol, 
holds  aa  execution  against  a  person  residing  within 
his  bailiwick,  he  shall  liave  power  to  commit  such 
person  to  the  gaol  in  some  one  of  the  nearest 
counties. 
tbid.  p.  69.  In  section  40th  of  the  same  act,  it  is  enacted,  "  that 

in  all  cases  wherein  persons  shall  be  committed  to 
gaol  under  the  directions  of  this  act,  who  shall  escape 
therefrom,  the  County  from  which  such  prisoner  wa» 
sent  shall  be  liable  to  pay  all  damages  and  costs  to 
tlie  person  or  persons  who  shall  be  injured  by  suck 
escape." 
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And  in  confirmance  of  this,  the  act  rdating  to  gads      cWpiMn 
and  gaolers,  section  4th,  enacts, ''  that  die  sherifis  of      Sawyer. 
the  several  Counties  in  this  State,  shall  be  li^le  for  r«rmofrf  sut 
all  escapes  made  from  the  gaols  in  the  Counties  to  ^^^'  ^-  p*  ^^• 
which  they  severdlly  belong,  excepting  such  prisoners 
as  are  committed /rem  some  other  County. ^^ 

Here  the  st^ute  is  so  express  that  it  needs  no  com- 
ment.  But  further,  in  the  proviso  to  the  last  cited 
section,  it  is  provided,  that  when  such  sheriff  shall 
make  it  appear  that  tho  escape  was  made  through  the 
insufficiency  of  the  gaol,  the  County  and  not  the  she-  ibid 
ri£P,  shall  be  liable.  This  applies  to  the  third  excep- 
tion. 

And  further,  in  a  second  proviso  to  the  same  sec-  ibid. 
ticxi,  it  is  enacted,  "  that  when  any  action  shall  be 
brought  against  any  sheriff  for  the  escape  of  any  pri- 
soner, such  sheriff  may,  on  trial  of  the  cause,  pro- 
duce evidence  of  the  circumstances,  situation  and 
property  of  the  prisoner  when  such  escape  was  made, 
and  all  the  circumstances  attending  such  escape,  and 
the  creditor  shall  recover  no  more  than  his  reasonable 
and  just  damages  which  he  shall  have  sustained  in 
consequence  of  such  escape,  and  his  legal  costs." 
But  it  may  be  said,  the  question  returns,  what  sheriff 
and  County  are  here  intended?  Surely  the  sheriff 
and  County  wherein  the  debtor  resided  when  arrested 
on  the  execution.  In  this  case,  the  sheriff  and  Coun- 
ty of  Franklin^  not  the  sheriff  and  County  of  Chit^ 
^nden^  for  we  have  already  seen  that  the  4th  section 
of  the  act  regulating  gaols  and  gaolers,  when  esta- 
blishing a  liability  in  sheriffs  for  escapes,  excepts 
the  sheriff  from  any  liability  for  the  escape  of  such 
prisoners  as  may  be  committed  frpm  some  other 
County. 
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Daniel  Chipman^  e  contra.  If  all  advanced  by  the 
Chiprnaii  defendant's  cpunsel  be  true  relating  to  the  first  and 
Sawyer.  gecond  exceptions  in  demurrer,  advantage  ought  to 
have  been  taken  in  error,  and  not  here*  But  it  is  ob- 
servable, the  first  exception  would  not  operate  even 
in  error;  because  by  will  executor  may  maintain 
ejectment,  and  to  reverse  the  judgment  it  ought  to  be 
shewn,  that  executor  can  in  no  possible  case  maintain 
ejectment. 

To  the  fourth  exception,  that  the  action  cannot  be 
maintained  by  the  nominal  plaintiiF  in  ejectment,  we 
observe,  that  it  is  true  in  actions  of  this  kind  a  ficti- 
tious person  b  frequently  introduced;    but  Judge 
Bi  cam,  Foi.  3.  Blackstone  says  it  ought  to  be  a  real  person.     But  if 
^'  there  be  a  real  person,  as  in  the  present  instance,  the 

case  cited  from  Burrow  is  in  point,  and  puts  it  be- 
yond all  doubt.  It  shews  that  the  action  of  ejectment 
may  be  brought  each  way ;  for  in  case  of  2i  fictitious 
plaintiff,  the  recover)'^  is  substantially  for  the  lessor ; 
when  a  real  person,  he  recovers  to  the  use  of  the 
lesson  The  case  of  Aslin  \.  Parkin  b  not  groi^nd- 
ed  merely  on  precedents,  but  is  supported  by  the 
reason  of  the  thing  operating  on  all  the  Judges  of  En- 
gland. That  this  mode  of  action  is  now  put  out  of 
use  by  the  late  statute,  can  be  no  reason  that  a  party 
should  not  have  his  remedy  when  pursued  by  exist- 
ing laws. 

With  respect  to  the  third  and  fifth  exceptions,  that 
the  sheriff  of  Franklin  County  is  in  this  case  liable^ 
we  reply,  that  the  sheriff  is  liable  at  common  law^or 
aU  escapes;  and  this  is  affirmed  by  the  4th  section  of 
the  act  relating  to  gaols  and  gaolers,  already  read. 
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The  argument  that  the  sheriflf  or  County  of  Frank-      t:hipman 
tin  is  liable,  proves  too  much ;  for  then  the  sheriff      sawyer. 
and  County  of  Chittenden  would  in  no  case  be  liable  — — — 
for  the  escape  of  prisoners  committed  from  a  foreign 
Count}' ;  for  it  must  be  admitted,  that  the  statute  im- 
poses some  liabili^  on  the  sheriff  or  County  where 
every  commitment  is  made  legally. 

The  37th  section  of  the  Judiciary  act,  which  em-  Vermont  Sttt 
powers  the  sheriff  of  a  County  where  there  is  no  gad,  ^  '  *^' 
to  commit  prisoners  to  some  gaol  in  another  County, 
makes  it  absolutely  "  the  duty  of  the  keeper  of  the 
gaol  to  receive  such  person  or  persons,  and  commit 
or  keep  him,  her  or  them,  within  said  gaol."  Here  is 
a  strong  liability  imposed  by  the  statute  upon  the 
present  defendant,  sheriff  of  Chittenden  County.  To 
avoid  this  liability,  it  is  necessary  to  shew  that  it  has 
been  done  away  by  this  or  some  other  statute,  or  by 
some  decision  of  this  Court ;  which  is  not  even  at- 
tempted. 

Reliance  is  had  upon  the  4th  section  of  the  act  re- 
lating to  gaols  and  gaolers,  which  has  an  exception 
of  persons  committed  from  other  Counties.  This 
does  not  discharge  tlie  sheriff  of  Chittenden  County 
from  his  general  liability,  and  docs  not  extend  to  vo- 
hintary  escapes.  If  this  were  so  in  the  case  of  negli- 
gent escapes^  the  County  of  Franklin  or  its  sheriff 
must  be  always  liable,  let  the  conduct  of  the  sheriff 
of  Chittenden^  or  the  laches  of  that  County  in  neglect- 
ing to  repair  their  gaol,  be  what  they  may.  When  a 
prisoner  is  committed  from  some  other  County  to 
the  gaol  in  Chittetiden  County,  the  sheriff  may  say, 
**  Li  obedience  to  the  statute  I  have  received  such 
prisoner,  have  committed  and  kept  him  within  my 
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chipnian  gaol.  Here  the  obligation  of  tlie  statute  ceases.  I 
Sawyer.  will  admit  the  prisoiier  to  the  liberties  of  the  prison 
yard.  He  may  escape,  but  I  am  not  liable;  for  this 
prisoner  was  committed  from  another  county,  and 
the  4th  section  of  the  statute  relating  to  gaols  and 
gaolers,  which  constitutes  my  liability,  excepts  pri- 
soners of  tliis  description-"  This  would  be  absurd. 

As  to  what  has  been  advanced  respecting  the  she- 
riff's power  to  charge  his  County  in  case  of  insuffi- 
ciency of  the  gaol,  or  that  lie  may  give  the  circum- 
stances of  the  prisoner,  &;c.  in  evidence  on  trial  for 
escape,  we  have  not  precluded  the  sheriff'  from  such 
defence  here,  but  he  has  waived  this,  and  relied  upon 
his  exceptions  in  demurrer. 

hrael  Smithy  on  the  same  side.  The  clause  **  ex- 
cepting such  prisoners  as  are  committed  from  some 
other  County,''  in  the  4th  section  of  the  act  relating^ 
*  to  gaols  and  gaolers,  goes  merely  to  change  the  lia- 
bility of  the  Counties  ;  and  this  is  evident  from  a  ge- 
neral view  of  all  the  statutes  upon  the  subject :  for  if 
this  exception  is  taken  as  absolute,  there  could  be  no 
bail-bonds  taken  in  such  case,  or  which  would  be 
valid  if  taken,  which  would  deprive  the  citizen  im- 
Vermmt  Stat,   prisoned  of  a  rieht  secured  to  him  bv  the  statute  re- 

vol.  1-  P-  283.     \  ^    .     ^  .  .  ,     •     r  "  r  i 

».  10,  cited.    I  his  is  a  provision  made  in  favour  of  personal 

convenience,  though  not  in  favour  of  entire  liberty, 
to  liberate  prisoners  from  close,  unnecessary,  and 
often  unwholesome  confinement,  and  the  merciful 
provision  of  the  law  ought  to  have  its  full  effect.  But 
upon  the  construction  put  upon  the  clause  in^xcep- 
tion  above  recited,  the  sheriff  of  Chittenden  County 
might  liberate  all  prisoners  committed  to  his  gaol 
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from  another  County,  or  he  might  keep  them  in  close      chipman 

confinement.     'J'he  sheriff  of  Frankliii  County  could       sawxer. 

not  compel  him  to  take  bonds  for  the  liberties  of  the 

gaol  yard,  or  if  sheriff  of  Chittenden  County  should 

be  pleased  to  take  such  bonds,  he  might  be  careless 

as  to  the  sufficiency  of  the  bail,  or  by  connivance 

with  the  prisoner  accept  bail  merely  nominal ;  for  in 

no  case,  according  to  the  present  doctrine,  would  he 

be  liable.     Indeed  it  would  go  to  saddle  the  sheriff  of 

Franklin  County  with  the  debts  of  all  persons  he 

might  commit  to  the  gaol  of  a  foreign  County. 

Besides,  if  the  exceptions  in  demurrer  are  valid, 
they  will  go  to  get  round  the  limitations  of  the  writ 
of  error.  The  act  for  the  limitation  of  suits,  &c.  Vermont  stat. 
limits  the  bringing  of  such  suits  to  one  year  after  the  ^^\^  ^' 
rendering  the  judgment.  This  operates  as  to  curing 
the  defects  in  process ;  but  if,  as  in  the  present  case, 
any  defects  in  process  can  be  taken  advantage  of  in 
demurrer  to  a  suit  grounded  on  such  process,  brought 
six  years  after  the  rendering  such  judgment,  the  de- 
fects are  not  cured,  and  the  limitation  of  the  writ  ol 
error  is  done  away. 

Chauncey  Langdony  for  the  demurrant.  The  c\. 
ceptions  in  demurrer  are  reduced  to  four.  I  shiill 
notice  them  with  the  observations  of  the  oppohi;u( 
counsel  in  their  order. 

The  principle  advanced  by  Mr.  Clvpman^  that  tl.c 
two  first  exceptions  ought  to  have  been  taken  advan- 
tage of  in  error,  is  not  advanced  with  his  usual  cor- 
rectness. Here  they  must  shew  a  regular  judgnient. 
The  distinction  between  a  judgment  that  is  void  and 
that  which  is  merely  voidable,  is  clear.    Errors  under 
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Chipman      the  last  are  dehors  the  record,  may  be  rectified  by 

Sawyer.      Writ,  and  cured  by  the  statute  of  limitations ;  but  tliat 

"""■"^"-^^  which  renders  a  judgment  in  itself  void  can  never  be 

cured  by  any  lapse  of  time.  In  tliis  case  the  instU 
tuting  the  action  in  the  name  of  a  stranger  made  the 
judgment  void  in  the  outset,  and  the  defendant  in  the. 
original  suit  might  undoubtedly  have  had  his  action 
of  false  imprisonment  against  the  sheriiT,  and  so  he 
would  have,  until  the  statute  of  limitations  ran 
against  such  action.  Surely  the  right  which  the  de- 
fendant had  to  bring  suth  action,  which  is  extended 
to  three  years,  could  not  have  been  abridged  by  the 
statute  of  limitation  having  operated  upon  the  writ  of 
error ;  which  might  be  said  to  have  cured  the  defects 
of  the  judgmenti  I  am  willing  to  concede,  thiit  the 
lapse  of  the  statute  time  for  bringing  writs  of  error 
cures  many  defects  on  the  record ;  but  it  does  not 
cure  those  which  are  intrinsic  the  record,  and  sub- 
stantially wrong.  The  statute  of  limitation  obstruct- 
ing  a  writ  of  error  does  not  take  away  essential  rights. 
If  so,  plaintiff  may  obtain  judgment  upon  default  upon 
a  contract,  to  which  it  appears,  from  his  own  shewbig^ 
in  his  declaration,  he  is  an  absolute  stranger,  without 
giving  notice  to  the  other  party.  He  may  then  take 
out  his  writ  of  execution  within  the  year  and  a  day, 
or  take  out  alias^  pluries^  &c.  procuring  formal  non 
est  returns,  to  keep  his  judgment  alive,  or,*  as  in  the 
present  case,  suffer  his  judgment  to  lie  dormant,  and 
then,  by  a  bolder  stroke,  take  out  his  writ  of  execu- 
tion, and,  in  the  face  of  a  court  of  justice,  triumphant- 
ly exclaim,  *'  all  tlie  defects  in  my  judgment  are 
cured:  the  limitation  has  run  against  any  MTit  of 
error."    But  the  Court  and  the  law  vVill  reply  to  him. 
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your  judgment  was  surreptitiously  obtained,  or  to 
l»ing  it  nearer  to  die  present  case,  there  is  a  rascal 
defect  in  your  writ.  It  is  apparent,  from  the  fece  of 
the  record,  that  you  had  no  li^t  to  sustain  your 
action;  and  aldiough  the  writ  of  error  b  limited,  yet 
whenever  you  attempt  to  avail  yourself  of  this  judg- 
ment in  a  court  of  justice,  this  radical  defect  shall  be 
noticed. 

The  second  exception,  it  is  said,  could  not  have 
op^ted  even  in  error.  The  case  is  put  of  executor 
being  capable  of  maintaimng  ejectment  by  will.  The 
case  is  rare ;  but  if  so,  it  would  be  for  them  to  shew 
such  case,  and  themselves  within  it,  not  for  us  to  ex- 
cept to  what  is  not  shewn. 

In  reply  to  the  observation  upon  the  third  excep- 
tion: It  is  true,  that  during  the  trial  the  nominal 
plaintiff  and  hb  lessor  appear  to  have  but  one  interest 
The  former  in  our  practice  is  but  another /name  for 
the  latter ;  and  in  some  Counties  it  has  been  the  prac- 
tice, after  entering  the  common  rule  in  ejectment,  to 
strike  the  name  of  the  nominal  plaintiff  from  the 
docket,  and  to  head  the  action  with  the  name  of  the 
lessor ;  but  when  the  cause  is  terminated,  we  surely 
ought  to  hear  no  more  of  this  fictitious  being.  There 
happening  to  be  a  person  in  esse  of  similar  name  with 
the  nominal  plaintiff,  cannot  change  the  nature  of  the 
thing.  The  nominal  plaintiff  never  had  existence 
but  upon  paper,  and  this  mere  name  can  have  no 
rights. 

Allowing  full  force  to  the  gentieman's  ailments, 
it  appears  to  me,  from  an  investigation  of  the  statutes 
upon  the  subject  of  the  liability  of  the  sheriff,  who 
has  prisoners  committed  to  his  gaol  from  another 
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Obipmim  County,  that  the  law  lias  made  no  express  provison 
Sawyer.  which  tonches  the  present  case*  Many  hard  cases 
'"'""'"^  have  been  put,  but  no  provision  for  them  found  in 
the  statutes  unless  by  a  violent  construction  of  them. 
If  this  was  a  casm  omissus^  it  called  perhaps  for  legis- 
lative interference.  This  Court  have  ample  power  to 
explain,  but  no  power  to  amend  the  law.  If  the  sta- 
tutes have  not  made  the  sheriff  of  Chittenden  County 
liable,  it  is  not  to  the  present  purpose  to  inquire  what 
sheriff  or  County  is  liable.  It  is  sufficient,  in  the 
present  case,  that  so  much  has  been  shewn  as  will 
fully  exonerate  our  client. 

Opinion  of  the  Court. 

The  Chief  Judge  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
Court.     Hall  absente. 

The  Court  consider  all  tlie  exceptions  in  demurrer 
to  have  been  well  taken. 

Although  executor  may  bring  his  action  for  an 
ejectment  in  the  life  of  the  testator,  yet  the  ouster 
counted  upon  in  the  record  spread  before  us,  was 
subsequent  to  the  decease  of  the  testate,  and  the 
lease  specified  is  made  with  the  executor  and  not 
with  the  testate  in  his  life-time,  and  by  the  existing 
laws  the  action  should  have  been  in  the  name  of  the 
heirs. 

The  Court  likewise  consider  the  execution,  Darius 
Chipman  v.  Janna  Churchill^  to  have  been  illegally  is- 
sued ;  consequently  the  commitment  under  it  is  il- 
legal,  and  the  sheriff  not  responsible  for  any  escape 
either  negligent  or  voluntary. 
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The  Court  further  ccmsider,  that  the  nominal  chipman 
plaintiff  in  ejectment  cannot  maintain  this  action.  sawyer. 
There  has  been  great  diversity  of  opinion  in  England  ' 

upon  the  rights  to  be  imputed  to  the  nominal  plaintiff 
in  ejectment;  and  the  practice  in  this  State  has  nei- 
ther been  uniform  or  settled,  but  productive  of  end- 
less embarrassment.  To  render  the  course  of  justice 
plain,  the  Legislature  have  very  wisely,  by  a  late  sta-  v§mumt  sut. 

vol.  1>  p*  19^* 

tute,  abolished  this  ancient  mode  of  bringing  eject- 
ment, with  all  its  fictions,  and  substituted  a  mode 
grounded  upon  the  principles  of  the  writ  of  assise  of 
novel  disseisin ;  a  mode  simple  in  its  nature,  which 
sets  forth  the  plaintiff's  claim  with  brevity  and  preci- 
sion, enables  the  defendant  to  know  and  prepare  his 
proper  defence,  and  renders  the  subject  in  contro- 
versy readily  reducible  to  legal  issue  without  those 
tedious  preparatives  which  encumbered  the  record  in 
the  former  action.  But  the  Court,  in  their  decision 
on  this  point,  are  directed  by  the  existing  laws,  which 
governed  the  prior  action  of  ejectment.  Under  the 
old  regimen  it  was  the  object  of  this  Court  to  divest 
the  action  of  ejectment  of  its  fictions  as  far  as  was  any 
wise  consistent  with  the  form  of  the  action  which  had 
been  directed  by  statute,  to  consider  the  nominal 
plaintiff  as  merely  nominal,  as  giving  a  mere  docket 
name  to  the  suit.  Therefore  no  action  for  mesne 
profits  has  ever  been  sustained  in  this  name ;  and  if  it 
Mas  used  as  plaintiff  in  execution,  or  in  the  writ  of 
habere  facias  passesHoneniy  it  was  mereh'  introductor}' 
to  the  name  of  the  lessor,  and  for  his  use.  The  lessor 
of  the  plaintiff  was  put  into  possession  by  the  sheriff, 
and  so  he  returned  on  the  writ.  He  also  governed 
the  writ  of  execution,  and  by  his  receipt  it  might  be 
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Chipman      discharged.    If  the  execution  issued  against  die  no- 
Sawder.       minal  plaintiff,  it  was  merely  as  a  preparatory  step  to 
"""*"■"■""""  bring  a  writ  of  scire  Jadas  against  the  lesson 

In  the  present  case,  a  writ  of  scire  facias  should 
have  been  brought  upon  the  judgment  in  the  name  of 
the  lessor,  and  it  should  have  been  a/legated^  that  the 
lessor  recovered  the  judgment  in  the  name  of  the  no- 
minal plaintiff,  and  the  qtcare  should  have  been,  to 
shew  cause  why  an  execution  should  not  issue  upon 
the  judgment  in  his  own  name?    and  the  Court 
would  not  have  suffered  the  allegation  to  have  been 
traversed.     The  maxim  of  the  English  civil  code, 
*'  exjictione  legis  oritur  jus  j^  must  not  be  perverted 
to  embarrass  justice. 
Sheriff,  as      There  seems  to  be  some  difficulty  in  ascertaining 
prison  to  which  the  intention  of  the  Legislature  as  to  where  the  lia- 
debtor  from     bility  attaches  in  the  case  of  a  person  arrested  on 
tyir*  not  liable  cxccution  in  ouc  Couuty,  and  imprisoned  in  another. 
«Uc"''^^^"*  But  upon  a  full  investigation  of  all  the  statutes,  it  is 

the  opinion  of  the  Court,  that  the  liability  in  this  case 
does  not  attach  to  the  sheriff  of  Chittenden  County, 
the  present  defendant.  Whether  it  attaches  to  thfe 
sheriff  of  Franklin  County,  may  admit  of  some 
doubt. 

It  is  therefore  considered  by  the  Court,  that  the 
declaration  is  insufficient,  and  that  defendant  have 
his  costs. 

Israel  Smith  and  Daniel  Chiptnan^  for  plaintiff. 
Chauncey  Langdon  and  John  Cooky  for  defendant. 
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Hazenetttx. 

V. 

Smith  and  Cat- 

Nehemiah  Hazen  et  Ux.  Appellees,  ^^"^ 

against 
Peter  Smith  and  Josiah  Caswell,  Appellants. 

DEBT  on  recomisance  entered  by  private  in-  D«ht<««cog. 

_  .  i^  ,         i*      T       .        ,     ,,.        m«Micc  enter* 

former  m  pursuance  of  an  order  of  a  Justice  holduig  by  private  in- 

r>       ^     nr         '  former   upon 

a  Court  of  Inquir}%  mtitiom  and  or;- 

Attach  Peter  Smith  and  Josiah  Caswell  to  answer  \^^  "T"  j«s- 
unto  Nehemiah  Hazen  and  Miriam  his  wife,  in  a  plea  ^J^^of  ii^"'- 
of  debt,  that  they  render  to  the  said  Nehemijah  and  ^2^^^^^. 
Miriam  1,000  dollars,  which  they  justly  owe  and  un-  tute  ef  iTir. 
justly  detain,  for  this,  to  wit :  that  whereas  the  said 
Peter  Smithy  on  the  1 1th  day  of  September^  in  the 
year  of  our  Lord  1797,  at  Middletown,  in  the  County 
of  Rutland^  praj'ed  out  a  warrant  against  the  said  Mi» 
riam  and  one  Jacob  Harrington^  on  the  complaint  of 
the  said  Peter — \^Here  follows  a  cliarge  of  adultery 
against  Miriam  and  Jacob  Harrington.^  Said  Har^ 
rington^  who  was  at  that  time  the  husband  of  another 
woman,  and  the  said  Miriam  not  being  the  wife  of 
the  said  Harrington^  but  the  lawful  wedded  wife  of 
another  man,  against  the  form,  force  and  effect  of  the 
statute  in  such  case  made  and  provided.  Sec.  which 
said  warrant,  so  made  out  by  the  said  Peter  as  afore- 
said,  upon  the  complaint  aforesaid,  was  signed  by  and 
made  returnable  before  Edmund  Bigelcrw^  Esquire, 
one  of  the  Justices  of  the  Peace  within  and  for  the 
County  of  Rutland^  having  sufficient  power  and  au- 
thority  to  issue  the  same  ;  upon  which  said  warrant 
the  said  Miriam  and  the  said  Jacob  were  duly  arrested 
and  brought  before  said  Edmund  Bigelow,  Justice  of 
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liazen  et  uK.  tiie  Peacc  as  aforesaid,  on  the  same  11th  day  of  i^i^- 
Smith  and  Ca»-  tembcr^  1797,  to  answer  unto  the  complaint  of  the 
'  _^  said  Peter ^  so  exhibited  as  aforesaid  against  them  the 
said  Miriam  and  Jacobs  and  the  said  Miriam  and  /a- 
cob  tliien  and  there  objected  against  the  bail  of  the 
said  Peter y  which  he  had  heretofore  entered  before 
said  Justice  for  the  prosecution  of  the  complaint  as 
aforesiiid,  as  being  insufficient  to  secure  the  costs 
which  might  enure  to  them  in  case  the  said  Peter 
failed  to  prosecute  his  said  complaint  to  effect. 
Whereupon  it  was  then  and  there  ordered  and  ad- 
judged by  said  Justice,  that  the  said  Peter  Smith 
should  procure  and  enter  further  bail  to  secure  the 
costs  to  the  said  Miriam  and  Jacob  in  that  behalf; 
and  the  said  Peter  Smith  and  Josiah  Caswell  then 
and  there  personally  appeared  before  said  Justice,  and 
acknowledged  themselves  jointly  and  severally  in- 
debted and  recognised  to  the  said  Miriam  and  Jacob 
m  the  sum  of  1,000  dollars  in  due  form  of  law,  con- 
ditioned that  the  Siiid  Peter  should  probccute  his  said 
complaint  so  made  to  the  said  Justice  as  aforesaid, 
against  the  said  Miriam  and  Jacobs  and  to  pay  all 
cost3  and  damages  in  case  he  did  not  support  and 
prosecute  the  same  to  effect,  as  by  the  records  of  the 
said  Justice,  ready  in  Court  to  be  shewn,  may  fully 
apj)ear.  Whereupon  the  said  Justice  proceeded  to 
hear  said  cause  upon  the  complamt  of  the  said  Peter 
so  exhibited  against  them  the  said  Miriam  and  Jacob 
as  aforesaid,  and  upon  hearing  the  same,  ordered  and 
adjudged  that  the  said  Miriam  should  be  bound  in  a 
bond  of  recognisance  with  sureties  in  the  sum  of 
333  dols.  33  cts*  conditioned  for  the  appearance 
ti  th^  said  Miriam  before  the  Supreme  Court  of 
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Jadicature  then  next  to  be  holden  at  Ruthnd,  within  Hamn  et  uz. 
ami  for  the  County  of  Rutland^  on  the  Tuesday  next  smith  atid  Cas- 
foUowing  the  fourth  Tuesday  oi  January  then  next,  ^^ 
then  and  there  to  answer  unto  the  complaint  of  the 
told  Peter  so  exhibited  as  aforesaid,  and  abide  the 
order  of  the  said  Supreme  Court  thereon,  as  by  the 
records  and  proceedings  of  said  Justice  may  more 
fully  appear ;  with  which  order  of  4he  said  Justice  tlie 
said  Miriam  then  and  there  complied  ;  and  the  said 
Miriam  did  accordingly  appear  at  and  before  the  Su- 
preme Court  of  Judicature  holden  at  Rutland^  8cc.  on 
the  Tuesday  next  following  the  fourth  Tuesday  of 
January,  1798,  according  to  the  tenor  of  said  bond 
of  recognisance ;  and  did  then  and  there,  before  said 
Supreme  Court,  answer  to  the  complaint  of  the  said 
Peter  as  aforesaid,  and  also  to  an  indictment  for  the 
causes  and  matters  in  the  said  Peter'* s  complaint  con- 
tained, preferred  to  said  Court  by  the  Grand  Jurors 
of  said  County,  before  said  Court  then  and  there 
duly  impanelled,  sworn  and  charged,  and  was  then 
and  there,  by  the  verdict  of  the  Petit  Jury,  on  trial  of 
the  charges  in  said  indictment,  found  not  guilty  of 
the  matters  and  things  whereof  she  stood  complained 
and  indicted  as  aforesaid ;  and  the  said  Supreme 
Court  did  thereupon  order  and  adjudge,  that  the  said 
Miriam  should  be  discharged  from  her  said  bonds  of 
recognisance,  and  go  without  day  for  ever  exone- 
rated and  acquitted  from  all  and  all  manner  of  crimes 
and  delinquencies  alleged  against  her  in  said  com- 
plaint and  indictment.  Wherefore  the  said  Peter  did 
not  prosecute  his  said  complaint  to  effect,  and  thk 
said  Nehemiah  and  Miriam  say  that  they  have  Jbeen 
put  to  great  costs  and  expense  in  defending  against 
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Hftzen  et  ox.  the  complaint  of  tfie  said  Peter^  so  commenced  and 
^mith  and  Cu.  prosecuted  by  the  said  Peter  against  the  said  Minom 
^^^'  as  aforesaid ;  and  that  the  said  Peter  or  the  said  Jo* 
siah^  or  either  of  them,  have  not  paid  to  the  said  Ne^ 
hemiah  and  Miriam^  or  either  of  them,  dieir  just 
costs  and  damages  by  them  sustained  in  that  behidL 
Whereby  and  by  reason  of  the  premises,  the  said 
Nehemtah  and  Miriam  say,  that  the  said  rec(^;nisance 
so  entered^into  by  the  said  Peter  and  Josiah  as  s&fft- 
said,  conditioned  to  support  and  prosecute  said  com- 
plaint toe&ct  in  manner -and  form  as  aforesaid,  is 
become  forfeited  and  due  to  the  said  Nekemiah  and 
Miriamj  and  an  action  hath  accrued  to  them  the  said 
Nehemtah  and  Miriam^  to  demand  and  have  of  the 
said  Peter  and  Josmh  the  said  sum  of  1,000  dollars, 
contained  in  said  bond  of  recognisance  ;  yet  the  said 
Peter  and  Josiah,  or  either  of  them,  have  not  paid, 
&c*  but  detain  it,  ad  dasnnum^  100  ddlars. 

To  this  declaration  the  defendants  demurred  spe- 
cially. Plaintiffs  joined.  Defendants  took  the  foK 
lowing  exceptions  to  the  declaration  : 

First.  That  the  declaration  does  not  set  forth  that 
Miriam  was  the  wife  of  JVehemiah  Hazen  at  the  pe- 
riod of  the  commencement  of  the  present  action,  or 
that  her  present  husband  Nehemtah  was  any  ways 
liable  to  any  damages  she  may  have  sustained. 

Secondly.  That  the  recognisance  set  forth  in  the 
declaration  was  taken  at  the  Court  of  Inquiry,  and 
not  at  the  commencement  of  the  process ;  that  the 
Justice  had  no  authority  at  such  time  to  take  such 
recognisance. 
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Thirdly.  That  the  recognisance  was  taken  joiaibf  Duen  et  uz. 
to  her  and  Jacob  Harrington^  who  is  not  joined  in  the  smith  and  Cm- 

.       ^-  well. 

present  action.  _.— . 

Fourthly.  That  it  appears,  from  the  face  of  the 
declaration,  that  the  defendant  Peter  Stnkh  did  in 
fact  prosecute  his  complaint  to  effect. 

John  Cookj  for  defendants,  in  support  of  the  de« 
mtirrer.  The  principle  of  law  is,  that  the  dtclaration 
is  to  be  taken  strongly  against  him  who  makes  it. 

This  declaration  does  not  set  forth  that  the  plaintiff 
Miriam  was  the  wife  of  the  plaintiff  Nehemiahy  but 
in  the  language  of  the  declaration  she  may  be  the 
wife  of  some  other  person.  This  excepticm  is  not 
trivial.  The  declaration  is  at  least  micertain.  If 
there  is  any  right  of  action  in  the  plaintiff  Nehenmky 
it  must  accrue  from  his  intermarriage  wkh  Mniom^ 
the  obUgee  in  the  recognisance  declared  upon ;  and 
this  being  the  foundation  of  his  right  of  action,  ought 
not  to  be  taken  by  intendment,  but  should  have  bwn 
substantially  set  forth.  In  all  cases  where  the  baron 
prosecutes  in  right  of  the  feme^  the  demand  is  first 
set  fbith  as  existing  in  the  woman  dtimsobi;  and 
then  the  intermarriage  is  formally  set  forth,  and  the 
right  to  join  in  the  acticm  declared  to  have  accrued  to 
him  by  the  coverture. 

Under  the  second  exception,  we  observe,  that  all 
the  authority  given  by  law  to  Justices  of  the  Peace  to 
take  recognisances  in  criminal  prosecutions  at  the 
time  of  taking  this  recognisance^  which  was  before  the 
late  kiw  passed,  is  given  by  the  statute  passed  March  san>.  ed.  Vep- 
3d,  1787,  entitled,  an  act  concerning  sureties  and  ^J!'  ^^  ^* 
scire  facias^  since  repealed*   All  the  power  given  by 
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Hazeh  et  nx.   thiA  Statute  to  the  Justic<e,  is  contsuned  in  the  foDoW' 
Smith  and  Cai-  ing  clause :  ^^  that  no  special  warrant  to  apprehend 
^•'    -.  any  person  shall  be  granted  by  any  magistrate  before 
the  person  praying  out  such  warrant  has  given  suffi- 
cient surety  or  sureties  by  way  of  recognisance  to  the 
person  complained  of,  that  such  person  requesting 
the  warrant  will  prosecute  his  complaint  to  effect, 
and  answer  all  damages  if  he  does  not  support  it.'^ 
Here  all  the  authority  given  to  the  Justice  is  to  take 
a  recognisance  to  the  person  complained  of,  and  it  is 
directed  to  be  done  before  the  issuing  or  praying  out 
of  the  warrant.  There  was  bail  for  prosecution  taken 
agreeably  to  this  statute.  The  Justice  was  thenJUnc- 
.    tus  officio.    He  had  exercised  his  judgment,  and  had 
taken  bail  to  his  own  acceptance.    This  bail  was  ex> 
cepted  to  by  the  delinquents ;  and  then  the  magb- 
trate,  without  law,  proceeded  to  order  and  take  the 
Vermont  Stat,    presciit  recognisancc.     Even  the  new  statute  does 
ri).  ^      '    not  provide  for  this  case,  that  contemplating  merely 

a  case  where  adjournment  of  the  court  of  examina- 
tion may  be  necessary,  and  providing  only  for  the 
taking  recognisances  of  the  parties  or  witnesses  to 
the  treasurer  of  the  town,  county,  or  state,  to  which 
a  fine  would  be  payable  on  conviction.  At  no  time 
did  the  power  to  take  the  recognisance  in  question 
exist  in  a  single  magistrate.  All  the  powers  of  the 
Justices  of  Peace  in  this  State  relative  to  the  taking 
of  bail,  are  given  by  statute.  The  Justices  them- 
selves are  creatures  of  the  statute  law,  and  must  be 
controlled  by  it. 

In  support  of  the  third  exception,  we  shall  read 
Vmer^s  Abridgment ^  vol.  2.  p.  57.  and  a  note  upon  the 
second  section.   A.  B.  and  C.  take  bond,  broken  as 
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to  A.  who  \srav^  suh,  and  in  Exchequer  judgment   Hm«b  «t  ux. 
•f  Common  Pleas  reversed.  SpHh  and  c««* 

Mn  CooA:  here  read  several  other  cases  from  Vmer^  ' 

and  the  note,  section  15.  which  he  insisted  were  in 
point  J  and  proceeded— 

In  the  present  case,  they  have  not  shewn  what  be- 
came of  Jacob  Harrington^  the  co-recognisee,  or  why 
he  is  not  joined  in  the  action.  Did  no  action  accrue 
to  him,  or  has  he  forfeited  his  right  ?  If  so»  let  it  be 
expressed.  Is  he  deceased  ?  where  are  his  execu- 
tors or  administrators  ?  Certainly,  from  the  authori** 
ties  read,  Miriam  is  without  remedy,  unless  Harring- 
ton is  joined,  ch*  some  sufficient  reason  shewn  upoQ 
the  record  why  he  is  not  joined. 

In  Viner^s  Abridgment ^  vol.  14.  p.  469, 470.  title 
Joint  and  Several,  we  are  taught,  that  when  the  uxxrda 
of  the  covenant  are  several,  obligees  may  sever  in  the 
action.  Here  it  is  not  stated  in  the  declaration^  that 
this  recognisance  was  taken  severally  to  the  rec<^ni-. 
sees.  We  antici])ate  that  the  case  of  the  Four  Fiddlers^ 
in  the  2d  vol.  of  Vvner'^s  Abridgment^  may  be  attempt- 
ed to  be  enforced  as  an  authority  against  us.  But  we 
observe,  that  tlie  decisions  of  the  higher  Courts  upon 
solemn  argument,  are  alone  to  be  relied  upon  as  set- 
tled cases,  and  not  those  of  the  inferior  courts,  which 
are  merely  acquiesced  in. 

In  support  of  the  fourth  exception.  It  is  manifest 
that  the  statute  contemplates  by  the  expression^ 
^'  prosecuting  to  effect^'*  all  that  a  person  is  bound  by 
legal  duty  to  do  in  such  prosecution.  Here  a  com- 
plaint was  entered,  and  well  supported  and  prosecuted 
to  effect  before  the  Justice  who  ordered  the  respond- 
ents to  procure  bail  £or  their  appearance  befiore  the 
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Huen  et  ux.  Supreme  Court  to  answer  to  the  charges  exhiinted 
Smith  and  Cas-  in  the  coHiplaint,  and  this  was  all  the  duty  required 
^^.,,^^,^,„^^^  Ay  &w  of  the  complainant.     In  the  whole 'career  of 

prosecution,  from  this  to  the  conviction  and  punish* 
menty  there  was  nothing  further  for  the  complainant, 
of  his  oi^-n  personal  exertion,  to  do.  If  the  magis- 
trate had  omitted  to  return  the  recognisance  for  the 
,  appearance  of  the  respondent  at  Court,  it  was  not  the 

duty  of  the  complainant  to  call  him  to  account  for  his 
neglect.  If  the  respondents  or  witnesses  for  the 
State  failed  to  appear,  the  complainant  could  not  take 
the  forfeiture  of  their  recc^isances.  It  appears  there 
was  an  indictment  found  by  the  Grand  Jury,  exhibit- 
ing the  same  charges  as  in  the  complaint  set  forth. 
The  complainant  could  not  accelerate  the  trial,  or 
enter  a  nolle  prosequi.  The  whole  was  in  the  hands 
oC  the  State  Attorney,  who  could  control  die  prose- 
cution in  any  stage.  When  the  complainant  had  pro- 
secuted his  complaint  before  the  Justice,  and  had  pro- 
cured the  respondents  to  be  recognised  to  appear  be- 
fore the  Supreme  Court  to  answer  to  the  cliargcs 
exhibited  by  him  in  his  complaint,  he  had  prosecuted 
to  effect.  If  he  had  failed  to  effect  this,  he  would 
have  been  liable,  under  the  recc^iisanoe,  to  answer 
all  such  damages  as  had  then  arisen ;  but  having  sup^ 
ported  his  compl^t  so  far,  he  had  done  all  the  duty* 
required  of  him  by  the  law,  and  had  prosecuted  to  ef- 
fect, according  to  the  true  intent  and  meaning  of  the 
condition  of  the  recognisance. 

Daniel  CHpman^  e  contra.  As  to  the  first  excep- 
tion, it  is  totally  immaterial  whether  Miriam  was 
sole  or  the  wiTe  of  another  at  the  time  of  taking  the 
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recognisance.  It  was  taken  for  her  benefit,  and  enured    Haien  et  ux. 
to  her  as  a  personal  right ;  and  the  only  question  is,  Smith  and  Cas* 

well. 

is  this  action  well  planted,  as  brought  in  the  names  of ' 

.  the  husband  and  wife  ?  for  they  are  set  forth  as  such 
in  the  writ ;  a  question  which  it  would  be  a  reflection 
upon  the  Court  to  agitate. 

In  reply  to  the  second  exception.  To  determine 
whether  this  recognisance  was  legally  taken,  we 
must  advert  to  the  powers  of  all  Courts.  It  will  be 
found,  that  when  any  Court  is  empowered  by  statute 
to  do  a  particular  act,  there  is  a  power  incident  to  the 
Court  to  conduct  the  business  with  such  practical 
variations  in  the  mode  as  to  carry  the  design  of  the 
statute  completely  into  effect,  that  substantial  justice; 
may  be  done,  and  the  rights  of  the  citizen  not  sacri- 
ficed to  mere  form.  Here  the  Justice  of  the  Peace 
is  authorised  by  the  statute,  before  the  issuing  of  the 
process,  to  take  recognisance  for  costs  and  damages, 
to  be  paid  to  the  respondent  by  complainant  in  case 
he  should  fail  to  support  his  complaint.  Here  the 
law  stops.  Question  then  arises,  whether,  the  b^il 
failing,  the  Court  had  power  to  order  other  or  better 
bail.  The  only  correct  determination  on  the  subject 
is,  that  all  Courts  have  incident  to  them  such  power. 
The  Justice,  it  is  true,  ought  to  have  staid  proceed- 
ings until  the  order  for  better  bail  was  complied 
with.  What  would  have  been  the  consequence  if 
complainant  had  refused  to  enter  better  bail,  is  now 
immaterial.  Here  the  recognisors  complied  volun- 
tarily, and  the  recognisance  is  binding. 

We  contend  that  Jthe  power  to  take  recognisances 
of  the  nature  of  the  one  in  question,  is  expressly 
given  by  the  statute  of  1797,  alluded  to  by  the  gen- 
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Hwcnetux.  tleiuan  preceding  me.  But  if  the  Justices^  of  the 
Snith  and  Cat-  Pcace  have  now  such  power  given  by  tliis  statute, 
,..,,^^_,_^^,^  non  constat  that  the  power  did  not  exist  in  them  be- 

fore.  Statutes  are  frequently  made  in  affirmance  of 
the  common  law.  Justices  of  the  Peace  are  ancient 
oiEcers,  and,  as  conservators  of  the  peace,  possess 
many  common  law  prerogatives;  and  the  power 
given  to  them  by  the  new  statute  is  without  doubt 
but  in  affirmance  of  the  same  power  originally  pos- 
sessed by  them  at  common  law. 

Upon  the  third  exception  we  remark,  that  the  rea- 
son of  the  case  will  dictate,  that  when  any  person  or 
persons  are  bound  by  specialty  to  two  or  more,  and 
the  things  covenanted  for  may  be  separately  inju- 
rious, the  law  must  intend  that  a  separate  action  may 
be  brought  by  him  who  is  separately  injured,  or  the 
recognisance  is  defeated. 

The  case  in  Viner'^s  Abridgment y  first  read,  docs 
not  apply;  that  savouring  of  a  real  action  on  joint- 
tenancy.  The  reason  of  the  thing  shewed  that  the 
obligees  ought  not  to  be  separated.  It  would  in- 
crease suits.     The  interest  was  joint. 

In  the  case  next  cited,  A.  covenanted  with  B.  and 
C.  that  he  would  not  farm  the  excise  of  beer  in  Com- 
wall.  B.  was  injured,  and  brought  separate  action. 
The  Court  held  here  was  no  joint  interest^  and  each 
might  have  his  separate  remedy. 

In  the  present  case,  to  ajjply  the  principle,  was 
there  any  joint  interest  ?  An  acquittal  of  one  would 
not  have  dischai^ed  the  other.  If  one  had  dis* 
charged  this  recognisance,  it  would  not  have  ope<> 
rated  a  discharge  as  to  the  other,  because  Miriam  and 
Harrington  had  separate  interests,  and  might  be  se- 
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Itarately  damaged.     The  ivhoie  course  of  judicial   ii*zen«tiix. 
proceedings  shew,  that  these  recognisanceSf  wiUi  se«  saith  and  Cm« 
veral  r^ognbees,  are  common ;  and  the  principle        ^^  '    _ 
stated  and  supported  by  the  books,  has  ever  governed 
actions  brought  upon  diem. 

As  to  the  fourth  exception.  The  law  has  pointed 
out  certain  officers  to  make  complaint  in  criminal 
matters,  and  it  has  also  authorised  individuals  to  make 
such  complaints,  but  they  are  holden  for  costs  and 
damages.  If  the  coaree  taken  by  the  Justice  was 
irregular,  which  is  not  admitted,  the  recognisance 
shall  still  hold  for  costs.  This  arises  from  like  very 
nature  of  the  transaction.  The  meaning  of  the  words 
of  the  statute,  "  prosecuting  to  effect,'*  is  clear. 
This  term  is  well  understood  in  civil  process.  When 
a  person  recognises  upon  the  issuing  of  a  writ  re- 
turnable to  the  County  Court  to  prosecute  to  effect^ 
here,  if  the  recognisor  fails  at  any  time  before  the 
action  is  before  the  Supreme  Court,  he  shall  respond 
the  costs  in  suit  upon  the  recognisance.  And  so  on 
an  action  for  malicious  prosecution,  which  prosecu- 
tion was  commenced  by  process  for  examination  be- 
*  111, 

fore  a  Justice  of  the  Peace ;  tlie  injured  party  recog- 

^  nised  to  appear  at  the  Supreme  Court,  and  indict- 
ment there  found,  though  the  binding  over  is  the  act 
of  the  Justice,  and  the  indictment  the  act  of  the  Grand 
Jury,  and  the  latter  under  the  control  of  the  prose- 
ruting  officer  of  government,  yet  upon  acquittal  the 
action  will  well  lie ;  and  the  complainant  shall  not 
screen  himself  by  saying,  the  proceedings  of  the  Jus- 
tice, or  even  the  imltctmcnt  itself,  have  sanctioned 
my  doings. 
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Hftzenettti.        CAcuficey  Longdm^  on  the  same  side.     I  dhaM 
South  and  Cas-  Only  noticc  the  third  exception.     If  the  doctrine  l^d 

wdl* 

_.  down  by  my  brother  CMpman  be  not  true,  great  in'* 
jury  will  ensue.  If  both. persons  to  whom  this  re- 
cognisance was  taken  are  compelled  to  join  in  the 
action,  one  may  have  been  put  to  greater  costs,  and 
received  greater  damage  than  the  other.  How  shall 
the  damages  be  severed  ?  The  first  judgment  must 
be  for  the  penalty.  Shall  there,  in  such  case,  be  se- 
veral motiofis  to  Chancery  ?  Therefore  it  has  been 
wisely  determined,  that  where  the  injury  may  be  se- 
veral, the  remedy  may  be  so. 

Mr.  Cook  has  misunderstood  the  note  in  Finer^s 
Abridgment.  It  is  not  the  reverse  of  the  case  in  the 
text.  All  the  cases  cited  by  him  first  in  order,  which 
go  to  shew  that  persons  united  in  the  same  specialty 
must  prosecute  jointly,  respect  freehold  property 
holden  in  joint-tenancy,  in  which  the  principal,  in- 
terests, and  every  thing  growing  out  of  them,  have 
ever  been  considered  as  inseparable.  In  2  Mod.  p. 
82.  the  case  in  Finer^s  Abridgment  respecting  the 
farming  the  excise  of  beer,  fFilkinson  v.  Sir  Richard 
Uoyd^  is  more  fully  stated,  and  shews  more  fully  that 
it  is  in  point  Is  there  any  thing  in  the  present  re- 
cognisance which  shews  it  to  be  of  the  nature  of  a 
joint  contract.  Here  complaint  was  entered  against 
two:  both  recognised  to  appear  at  the  Supreme 
Court ;  both  indicted ;  one,  to  wit,  Miriam  Hazeui 
acquitted  by  the  Jury.  The  other's  bond  was  estreat- 
ed.  in  every  view  of  the  subject,  the  rights  of  Ja- 
cob Harrington  were  never  confounded  with  ours^ 
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for  the  demurrant.     The  autl»M*ities   Hmcb  ct  ujl 

▼. 

Mted  aoe  before  the  Court.    I  shall  submk  the  first  Sniih  modCu^ 

welL 

and  two  last  exceptions  in  demurrer  to  their  oonsi- 
deration,  with  the  coercive  observations  of  my  bro- 
^r  Cookf  and  shall  detain  the  Court  with  a  few  ob^ 
servations  upon  the  second  exception.  There  is  ma- 
nifestljr  a  distinction  between  recognisances  taken  by 
ft  Justice  in  criminal  and  civil  suits,  and  between 
those  of  the  former  where  the  Justice  has  juriadicticm 
of  the  offence,  so  as  to  try  the  issue,  and  those  where 
he  hdds  merely  a  Court  of  Inquiry.  If  the  Justice 
takes  a  recognisance,  though  not  particulariy  pro* 
vided  by  statute,  but  within  the  spirit  of  it,  in  a  cause 
within  his  jurisdiction  to  try,  such  recognisance  will, 
on  the  quasUng  of  the  complaint,  compel  the  pay- 
ment of  costs.  But  when  the  Justice  holds  a  Court 
of  Inquiry,  every  such  recognisance  then  taken  must 
be  within  the  letter  of  the  statute.  The  magistrate 
may  be  considered  to  have  a  power  to  control  with 
teme  latitude  those  things  which  pertain  to  the  admi- 
nistration of  justice  in  his  own  Court ;  and  here  he 
may  construe,  enlarge  or  restrict  those  statutes  rela- 
tive to  trials  in  his  own  Court,  giving  to  such  statutes 
intt^  exercise  of  his  judicial  power,  such  construc- 
tion as  to  his  wisdom  may  seem  meet.  But  the  ob- 
ject of  a  Court  of  Inquiry  is  not  to  try.  No  issue  is 
joined.  The  magistrate  is  merely  to  discharge  or 
bind  over  the  accused  to  a  superior  Court ;.  and  the 
bonds  taken  are  to  be  sent  by  him  to  such  Court, 
and  become  part,  not  of  his  records,  hut  of  those  of 
the  Court  to  which  they  are  sent.  1'he  Justice,  in 
this  case,  acts  not  judiciaUy  b|it  ministerially.  His  du- 
ty^  then,  in  all  motions  for  recognisances  in  his  Court 
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aajtnctiix.   of  Inquiry^  is  to  look  to  the  {dau  letterof  the%ta- 
$»itk  and  Cm-  tttte,  and,  if  the  bonds  required  are  not  noticed  dberdoif 

to  C(msider  that  he  has  no  power  to  take  them.  Sure- 
ly the  m^strate  could  find  ndther  in  the  ktler  or 
the  spirit  of  the  existing  statute,  >  a  power  to  take  tlie 
present  recognisance.  But  conceding  that  he  had* 
is  the  recognisance  forfeited  ?  Have  we  not  prose* 
cuted  to  dkci  ?  Doei  the  law  requke  of  a  man  to  do 
what  he  cannot  do  legally  ?  When  we  had  exhibited 
sufficient  evidence  before  the  Court  of  Inquiry  to  ob« 
tain  bonds  for  thq  aj^arance  of  the  delinquents  be* 
fore  the  Supreme  Court,  what  could  we  have  dcme 
more  legally  ?  Did  the  law  require  of  us,  that  we 
should  c(Xiduct  the  witnesses  for  the  prosecution  to 
the  Court  ?  This  was  not  required,  for  the  statute 
had  provided,  that  the  witnesses  should  themselves 
recognise  for  their  appearance.  Were  we  to  fee 
counsel  to  aid  in  the  prosecution  ?  The  law  had  pro* 
vided  an  attorney  for  the  State.  Was  it  required  that 
we  should  ccmtrol,  enlighten,  and  indoctrinate  the 
public  prosecutor.  Might  not  tlie  State  Attorney,  in 
tte  form  of  the  iiidictment  laid  before  the  Grand 
Jur^%  have  altered  our  cliarges  in  the  complaint,  so  as 
to  have  excluded  some  essential  part  of  the  evidence? 
might  not  the  indictment  have  been  brought  at  com* 
mon  instead  of  on  the  statute  law  ?  Might  not  the 
attorney,  although  I  confess  it  is  not  presumable 
when  I  consider  the  abilities  of  the  gentleman  who 
then  prosecuted  for  the  government^  might  not  he, 
through  the  press  of  public  functions,  have  drawn  for 
the  first  tune  a  defective  indictment,  which  might 
have  been  quashed  in  arrest  of  judgment.  Must  my 
client  be  responsible  for  any  or  all  these  failures  ?   if 
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the^  happened,  could  it  be  said  they  resulted  from   Uazen  et  vs. 
bis  not  prosecuting  to  eff^t?  How  then  can  smy  act  sauth  andc«#. 
after  the  Justice  had  ordered  the  delinquents  to  be  ^ 


bound  over,  be  considered  as  comprehended 

the  clause,  or  made  part  of  the  conditions  of  the  re- 

cognisance  ? 

But  let  us  examine  the  intent  of  the  coupons  of 
the  recognisance:  It  is  said,  that  ignorance  of  the 
law  excuseth  no  man ;  but  still  laws  ought  to  be  so 
worded  and  so  construed  as  to  meet  the  general  un.- 
derstanding  of  the  people.  Common  informers  are 
considered  as  doing  a  beneficial  service  to  the  State. 
They  are  provided  for  by  the  conunon  and  statuHe 
law,  and  sdmulated  to  activity  by  the  latter.  What 
duty  would  a  common  informer  conceive  to  be  en- 
joined  upon  him  by  this  condition  of  the  recogni- 
sance ?  Would  he  conchide,  that  in  the  laudable  act 
qS  bringing  offenders  to  justice,  he  was  bound  mere- 
ly to  support  his  complaint  before  the  Court  of  In- 
quiry ?  or  would  he,  could  he  imagine,  that  he  was 
to  render  himself  responsible  for  the  acts  of  others 
over  whom  he  had  no  control,  and  for  those  various 
laches,  by  which  criminals  elude  justice  ?  Would  he 
consider  diat  he  was  responsible  merely  for  those  tri 
vial  costs  which  might  attend  a  Court  of  Inquiry  in 
his  neighbourhood,  which  might  be  commensurate 
wi&  his  purse,  or  those  possible  costs  and  damages 
which  might  result  from  the  failure  of  conviction  at 
a  distant  Court,  which  mi^t  absolutely  ruin  him  ? 

To  shew  that  die  responsibility  of  the  recognisors 
attached  to  the  proceedings  in  the  Supreme  Court, 
some  analogy  is  attempted  to  be  shewn  betwixt  this 
case  and  that  of  an  action  brought  for  a  malicious  pro* 
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H«zen  et  nx.  sccutioTi,  Stated  to  be  commenced  befoie  a  Court  of 
Smith  and  Cos.  Inquiiy ,  with  acquittal  in  the  Supreme  Coujt.  To 
'  sustain  such  action,  express  malice  must  be  shewn, 
or  strongly  implied  in  the  malicious  prosecutors  ;  iot 
the  action  must  be  brought  in  the  nature  of  a  writ 
of  conspiracy,  and  against  more  than  one ;  and  ma- 
lice being  proved  in  the  commencement  of  tlie  pro- 
cess before  the  Court  of  Inquiry,  all  subsequent  pro- 
ceedings in  the  course  of  prosecution  in  the  Supreme 
Court  are  legally  considered  to  have  arisen  from  it, 
and  fidrly  imputable  to  the  primary  agents.  But  can 
express  malice  be  shewn,  or  malice  even  implied  in 
an  action  of  debt  on  recognisance  ?  The  Justice's 
authority  to  take  this  recognisance  has  been  consi- 
dered in  the  argument  as  one  of  those  variations  from 
-the  express  letter  of  the  statute,  which  he  had  an  in^ 
herent  power,  by  virtue  of  his  office,  to  do,  for  the 
purpose  of  carrying  the  principal  intent  of  the  statute 
into  effect.  If  it  were  conceded,  that  the  magistrate 
possessed  the  power  so  to  construe  the  statute  as  to 
effect  that  which  he  might  imagine  to  be  its  intent^ 
would  it  follow,  that  he  would  have  power  to  add 
such  clauses  and  provisions  to  the  statute  as  he  in  the 
profundity  of  his  legal  science  might  imagine  that 
the  Legislature  should  have  supplied. 

The  only  recognisance  for  costs  of  prosecution 
which  the  magistrate  bsuing  process  upon  complaint^ 
is  clearly  designated  by  the  statute.  It  shall  be  en> 
tered  into  at  the  time  of  the  praying  out  the  warrant. 
Whatsoever  was  done  by  the  Justice  afterwards,  and 
with  however  honest  mtentions,  relative  to  taking  any 
tfter  recognisance,  was  an  officious  intermeddling} 
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not  warranted  by  the  statute,  and  therefcMre  nugatcfy    hmoi  et  ox. 

and  void.  Smhh  and  Catf. 


opinion  qfthe  Court. 

The  Chief  Judge  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
Court 

The  Court  consider^  that  the  Justice  of  the  Peace 
had  no  power,  under  the  statute  i£  1787,  on  motion 
for  new  bail,  to  take  the  recognisance  declared  upon. 
The  sec(Hid  exception  in  demurrer  being  well  taken, 
in  the  united  opinion  of  the  Judges,  and  going  to  the 
cause  of  action,  the  Court  waive  any  opinion  up<Hi 
the  other  points. 

Let  judgment  be  entered,  that  the  plaintiffs'  decla- 
Wtion  is  insufficient  J  and  that  defendants  have  their 
costs.* 

Daniel  Chipman  and  Chauncey  Langdon^  for 
plaintifis. 

and  John  Cooky  for  defendants. 


••■■« 


•  Vide  further  report  of  this  cause  on  reserve— /^w^/anrf 
Countjr,  July  adjourned  term,  A.  D.  1802.  VUe  names  of  cases. 
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AtkinsOB 

V. 

Minor  et  al. 

*'.  Jo|iN  Atkinson,  Appellant, 

against 
Joel  Minor  etal.  Trustees  of  Moses  Hadley, 

» 

,  Appellees, 

te^wiJh*Z      MOTION  TO    DISMISS.      In  the    declaration, 
tinct  interests  plalntifF  set  forth,  that  the  said  Joel  Minor,  Ephraim 

cannot  be  join-  *  '  ^      r 

cd  in  the  same  Carr,  and  Wait  Rathbom,  have  in  their  possession 

money,  goods,  chattels,  rights  or  credits  of  the  said 
Moses  Hadley^  an  absconding  debtor,  to  the  value 
of  500  dollars. 

The  trustees  filed  the  following  niotion  : 

Rutland  County, 
Supreme  Court,  &c. 


«* 
^ 


John  Atkinson  v.  Joel  Minor,  &c. 

Now  the  said  trustees  here  in  Court  severally  move 
the  Court,  that  the  process  of  the  said  John  Atkinson 
against  them  as  trustees  as  aforesaid,  be  dismissed — 

Because  they  severally  say,  that  the  trustees  gre 
joined  in  the  action  aforess^id,  and  they  as  such  ar^ 
charged  jointly  with  having  in  their  possession  mo- 
ney,  goods,  chattels,  rights  or  credits  of  the  said 
Moses  Hadley^  to  the  value  of  500  dollars.  And  for 
that  they  the  said  trustees  are  not  and  never  have 
been  joint  traders  or  partners  in  company,  and  have 
not  at  any  time  been  jointly  possessed  of  any  money^ 
goods,  chattels,  rights  or  credits  of  the  said  Moses 
ffmdley,  or  in  an^  way  have  been  jointly  indebted  tp 
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thfe  said  MosesHadley  in  any  sum  whatsoever;  There-      Atkfaion 
fore  they  severally  pray  the  judgment  of  the  Ho-    Minor  etai. 
tiourable  Court,  that  the  process  aforesaid  may  be 
dismissed,  and  they  severally  allowed  their  costs* 

By  Cephas  Smithy  junior. 
To  this  motion  there  was  a  demurrer  and  joinder* 

Cephas  Smithy  junior,  for  the  trustees,  contended, 
that  the  words  of  the  Statute,  "  person  or  persons^^*  Vermont  st^ 

««   </  1  •      f  r         <.«  .  vol.  1.  p.  341. 

**  trustee  or  trustees^,  "  hts^  her^  or  their ^^  mean  to 
distinguish  those  who  are  severally  and  jointly  pos- 
sessed of  monies,  goods,  Stc.  of  the  absconding 
debtor.  The  word  "  possession^'*  being  used  through- 
out the  statute,  as  applied  to  the  plural  number,  must 
intend  the  joint  possession,  and  not  Several.  Any 
other  construction  will  be  absurd ;  for  upon  a  return 
of  nulla  bona  upon  the  first  writ  of  execution  which 
issues  against  the  goods  of  the  absconding  debtor 
in  their  possession,  the  sci*  fa.  must  issue  jointly 
against  all,  which  cannot  be.  And  if  writ  of  execu- 
tion should  then  issue  de  bonis  propriis,  though  iht 
trustees  may  each  possess  several  and  unequal  sums 
of  money  of  the  property  of  the  absconding  debtor, 
yet  the  trustees  being  joint  debtors  in  the  execution^ 
each  one  would  be  liable  for  the  whole  amount. 

The  creditor  of  an  absconding  debtor  <:annot  have 
k  greater  right  against  the  debtors,  or  trustees  of  the 
absconding  debtor,  tlian  he  originally  possessed  him- 
self. The  absconding  debtor  had  not,  at  cornihon 
law,  a  joint  action  against  his  several  debtors,  but 
separate  actions.  The  fair  construction  oi  the  statute 
is  2l  joint  interest  in  the  trustees*  Trustees  vi  termini 
means  corporate  bodies  created  by  law,  or  those 


124  BUTLAlfD  COUNTt, 

Mpat»  minor  corporBdcHis,  if  we  may  90  term  tfaem,  created 
Minor  el  ai  Occasionally  by  contracts,  as  the  obligees  in  a  spe- 
^""^^  cjalty,  or  promissors  in  a  note*-a  joint  connection. 
The  goods,  &c.  of  the  absconding  debtor  in  the  pos- 
session of  such,  were  liable  to  be  reached  by  the 
trustee  process ;  and  therefore  the  word  "  trustees*^ 
was  necessarily  inserted  in  the  statute* 

It  is  obvious  that  the  Legislature  did  not  contem- 
plate the  joinder  of  several  trustees  with  distinct  in- 
terests in  the  same  writ ;  for  the  statute  has  made  no 
provision  for  separate  judgments.  Indeed  none  were 
necessary.  But  if  several  trustees  of  the  absconding 
debtor  may  be  joined  in  one  action,  it  would  operate 
infinite  embarrassment  in  the  collection  of  debts*  A 
creditor  might  summon  fifty  or  more  persons  as  trus- 
tees  of  an  absconding  or  concealed  debtor ;  and  upon 
service  of  the  process,  if  any  one  of  them  responded 
to  the  absconding  debtor,  it  would  be  at  bis  risly,  and 
often  very  nice  questions  would  arise,  whether  trus- 
tee or  not,  not  readily  determined^  even  by  profes- 
sional men.  Thus,  in  this  mode  of  bringing  the  ac- 
tion, a  small  demand  due  to  the  plaintiff  mi^t  im- 
pede the  collection  of  numerous  debts. 

Statutes  creating  novel  rights  ought  always  to  be 
©tricdy  construed.  The  common  law  regulations  are 
ever  to  be  pursued,  if  not  expressly  altered  by  the 
statute. 

Truman  Squires,  centra.  That  they  had  pursued 
the  statute  strictly,  in  bringing  the  present  action. 

The  words  of  the  first  section  give  the  right  to 
this  mode  of  bringing  the  action  expressly.  "  If  any 
person  o.rj&er«o;2«  shall  have  goods,"  &c.  in  his^  her 


cretly  absconded  from  the  Sirte,  or  9haU  keep  om-  Minor  et  4- 
celled  within  the  s^ine,''  wqt  cicditof  nwty  ^auae  — — — 
fiuch  person  ot  persons  tp  he  aummoiied  as  tnu^tae  or 
irusiees  oiy  &c.  by  a  proctas  to  be  issued  against  him, 
her,  or  ihffm.  The  second  s^tion  speaks  the  same 
language :  ^^  If  the  said  trustee  or  trustees  do  not  ap* 
pear  by  hiiaself,  herself,  or  themselves*^'  And  simi- 
lar exjvessions  are  contmued  through  the  wh<4^ 
statute. 

But  it  is  said  the  plural  is  used  to  denote  corporate 
bodies,  or  persons  jointly  interested  by  contract  in 
the  gixxis,  Ecc«  of  the  absconding  debtor.  But  if  so, 
ivhy  was  it  not  thus  expressed.  Perhaps  there  are  no 
words  more  frequently  inserted  in  statutes  than  per* 
Bon  and  persons :  but  surely  no  one  ever  before  ima^ 
gined,  ti^tpersam  or  trustees^  or  any  other  plural  vi 
termim,  meant  a  joint  interest.  When  a  joint  in* 
terestt  is  intended  by  the  plinral  in  any  statute,  we 
learn  it  from  its  connection  with  and  relation  to 
other  parts  of  the  stetute,  or  b}'  its  consistency  with 
the  great  object  of  it,  which  is  often  expressed  in  thef 
preamble,  and  frequently  in  the  veiy  title  of  the  act* 
But  on  investigation  of  the  present  statute,  can  we 
learn  from  any  other  ex^o^ssions  in  it,  that  ^^  persons'* 
or  ^'  trustees''  meant  to  intend  a  joint  interest*  I>oe8 
the  great  object  of  the  statute  run  counter  to  our 
oonstruction  of  it  ?  The  very  title  of  the  act  is,  ^  An 
act  directing  the  mode  of  process  against  trustees"  of 
absconding  debtors. 

It  is  objected^  that  our  construction  of  the  act  witt 
create  embarrassment  in  the  process  of  set.  Jk.  and 
writ  of  execution  de  boms  propriis.    But  was  liiepa 
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AtkiiMon     €ver  a  new  law  promulgated  which  did  not  preseflK 

Minor  etaL    some  difficulties  lu  the  detail  of  practice  under  it  ?  It 

•~~'~—~*  b  the  great  and  constant  object  of  Courts  of  Justice 

to  remedy  these  difficulties^  and  by  their  practical 
rules  and  repeated  decisions,  to  render  the  operation 
of  the  act  intelligible  and  consistesnt  i  and  we  have  no 
doubt  that  the  decisions  and  rules  of  this  Court  will 
in  due  time  dissipate  the  dense  cloud  of  obscuri^ 
which  at  present  shrouds  the  gentleman's  mind# 
What  will  be  these  decisions  and  rules  we  do  not  pre- 
sume to  anticipate.  For  ourselves  we  can  conceive 
of  no  difficulty  in  case  of  return  of  nuila  bona  on  the 
first  execution,  for  the  creditor  to  enter  several  mo* 
tions  for  set.  fa.  against  the  several  trustees.  It  is 
incumbent  on  each  trustee  to  disclose,  and  when  the 
creditor's  debt  is  satisfied  by  the  property  in  the  pos-* 
session  of  one,  two,  or  more  of  the  trustees,  he  cannot 
have  more ;  and  the  officer's  returns  on  the  several 
executions  of  the  several  sums  collected,  wheil 
amounting  to  the  creditor's  principal  judgmcint  debt^ 
will  be  a  bar  to  any  scire  facias  against  others. 

But  it  is  said  the  creditor  of  an  absconding  debtor 
cannot  have  a  greater  right  against  the  debtors  or 
trustees  of  an  absconding  debtor,  than  he  had  him« 
self.  By  common  law  he  might  not.  But  surely  the 
Legislature  have  a  power  to  restrict,  destrdy,  or 
abridge  municipal  rights*  Do  they  not  convene  for 
these  purposes  ?  What  is  our  statute  book  but  a  vo* 
lume  which  in  every  page  limits,  abridges,  aboli^es^ 
creates,  destroys,  and  then  creates  anew  municipal 
rights*  But  an  alarming  evil  is  apprehended  from 
our  construction  of  the  statute.  It  is  said,  if  several 
tinstees  of  the  absconding  debtor  may  be  joined  m 
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<me  acticm,  it  would  operate  infinite  embarrassment      AtUnsm 
in  the  collection  of  debts.  But  would  this  evil  be  en-    Minor  et  ai. 
tirely  done  away  by  tfieir  construction  ?    Might  not        " 
a  debt  of  twenty  shillings  clog  a  Afht  of  a  thousand 
pounds  ?   Might  not  a  creditor  holding  several  de- 
inands:^bring  separate  trustee  processes  against  many 
trustees,  though  his  several  demands  may  each  be 
small  in  comparison  with  the  goods,  &c.  in  the  pos- 
session of  each  trustee.     , 

In  the  respectable  State  of  Connectttut  they  find 
no  inconvenience  or  difficulty  in  copyings  as  they 
style  it,  several  garnishees.  The  great  object  of  our 
statute  is  to  prevent  the  embezzlement  of  property  of 
absconding  or  concealed  debtors,  and  to  secure  it  to 
respond  their  just  debts.  That  this  can  be  effected 
better  by  one  action  embracing  several  trustees,  than 
by  several  actions,  admits  of  no  doubt  when  we  con-, 
sider  the  great  saving  of  costs  which  wiU  be  made  by 
the  former  mode, 

Daniel  Chipman  arose  to  reply, 

Sed  per  Curiam.  The  Cgurt  do  not  wish  to  hear 
further  in  support  of  the  motion.  The  statute  is  so 
clear,  it  would  be  a  waste  of  time  to  hear  further  ar- 
gument. 

The  Legislature,  it  is  apparent,  never  contem- 
plated an  action  like  the  present  under  this  statute. 

To  embrace  persons  of  several  interests  in  one  suit 
as  creditors  of  an  absconding  debtor,  would  produce 
great  injury  to  the  parties,  and  occasion  much  em- 
barrassment in  the  proce$s  of  the  Courts, 
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Atkiasm         Let  the  pfoceft  be  dismisoed,  atid  the  trustees  htv* 

V. 

Minor  et  ai.    sevcraUjT  theiT  costs* 

Daniel  Chipman  and  Cephas  Smithy  jiunoi^  for  the 
trustees. 

in'ael  Smith  and  Truman  Sftrires,  for 


Chalkley  James,  Appellee, 

against 
Simeon  Smith,  Appellant 

In  debt  upon  a      DEBT  On  recognisance. 

prosecute  writ  Attach  StmeoTi  Smith  to  answer  to  Chalkley  JameSj 
SodcTuic  su"  surviving  partner  of  Roger  Hunt^  deceased,  in  a  plea, 
Sh^re'^exlcu?'  ^cc.  that  he  the  said  Simeon  to  the  said  Chalkley  as 
•iSt  Sd"  <»m'  surviving  partner  to  the  said  Roger  Huntj  render  the 
v^^  ,Id"be"  ^^^  ^^  1,400  dollars,  which  he  justly  owcsj  8lc.  for 
returned  satis-  that  whcrcas  the  Said  Simeon,  in  the  life-time  of  the 

fied  for  12  per       .,•,  .  .  ,,  o»^f  ^«v 

cent  interest  said  Roger y  to  Wit,  ou  the  9th  day  Of  February ^  1798, 
.Court  wUi  in  his  own  proper  person  appearing  before  Enoch 
nai^^  a  *sum  fFoodbridge,  Esquire,  one  of  the  Judges  of  the  Su* 
merely    nomi-  ^^^^^  q^^^  ^f  Judicature  of  the  State  of  Vermmt^ 

acknowledged  himself  indebted  to  the  said  Chalkley 
and  Roger  in  the  sum  of  1,400  dollars,  to  be  paid  to 
the  said  Chalkley  and  Roger,  their  heirs,  &c,  and 
unless  he  should  so  do,  he  the  said  Simeon  did  grant 
and  agree  that  the  said  sum  of  1,400  dollars  should 
be  levied  of  his  goods  and  chattels,  lands  and  tene« 
ments,  and  for  want  thereof  upon  his  body  to  the  use 
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dr  the  said  Chalkley  and  Roger ^  (he  the  said  Enotk       Jaibe» 
Woodbridge^  Esquire,  by  virtue  of  his  office  as  ludge       smitfi. 
of  the  said  Supreme  Court  of  Judicature  as  aforesaid^    " 
being  legally  empowered  to  take  such  bond  of  >recog- 
nisance,)  which  said  bond  of  recognisance  was  ne« 
vertheless  ccmditkxied,  that  if  Nathaniel  Dickmson 
should  prosecute  to  effect  at  the  Supreme  Court  to  be 
holden  at  Rutland^  within,  &c.  on  the  Tuesday  next 
f(rflowing  the  first  Tuesday  of  January y  1799,  a  cer<^ 
tain  writ  of  error  by  him  prayed  out,  and  bearing 
dale  oa  the  same  9th  day  of  February ,  1798,  wherein 
the  said  Nathaniel  was  plaintiff,  and  thci  said  Chalkley 
and  Roger  defendants^  on  a  judgment  had  and  ren-i 
dered  in  the  County  Court  of  the  County  of  Rutland^ 
at  their  term  of  November ^  1797,  in  favour  of  the 
said  Chalkley  and  Roger ^  for  the  sum  of  703  dots. 
38  cts.  damages,  mid  14  dols*  41  cts.  for  their  costs 
in  that  behalf  laid  out  and  expended,  and  should  pay 
and  satisfy  to  the  said  Chalkley  and  Roger  the  full 
amount  of  the  judgment  aforesaid^  jM-ovided  said  judg- 
ment 8tK>nld  be  affirmed  by  said  Supreme  Court,  and 
answer  and  pay  all  intervening  damages  and  costs, 
and  such  damages  and  costs  as  should  be  awarded  by 
said  Court  to  the  sud  Chalkley  and  Roger  for  the  de- 
lay of  the  writ  of  execution  on  said  judgment  by  pre- 
text of  prosecuting  said  writ  of  error,  in  case  said 
Nathaniel  should  fail  to  prosecute  the  same  to  effect, 
then  said  bond  of  recognisance  to  be  void,  otherwise 
to  remain  in  full  force  and  effect,  as  by  said  bond  of  re- 
cognisance,  and  the  conditions  thereof  ready  here  iu 
Court  to  be  shewn,  may  more  fully  appear.   And  the 
said  Chalkley  James  says,  that  afterwards,  to  wit,  at  the 

17 
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Xame»       Supreme  Court  begun  and  holden  at  JRuiland,  withi% 
Smith.        &c«  on  the  Tuesday  next  following  the  fourth  7f/er- 
"*~^  dayd  Januaryy  1799,  and  after  the  decease  of  the 
said  RogeTy  such  proceedings  were  then  and  there 
had  on  the  said  writ  of  error,  that  said  judgmenjt  was 
duly  affirmed;  and  it  was  by  the  consideration  of  said 
Court  adjudged  and  determined^  thai  the  said  Chalk- 
ley  Jamesy    as  surviving  defendant   and  surviving 
partner  of  the  company  and  firm  of  merchants,  known 
by  the  name  and  firm  of  James  and  Hunt^  should  re- 
cover of  the  said  Nathaniel  the  sum  of  7  dols.  25  cts. 
for  the  costs  which  he  had  sustained  by  reason  of  the 
prosecuting  the  said  writ  of  error  as  by  the  files  and 
records  of  said  Supreme  Court  here  before  them  had 
may  fuUy  appear.     And  the  said  Cbalkley^  survivii^ 
partner  as  aforesaid,  further  says»  that  said  Xatfuiniel 
hath  not  prosecuted  his  said  writ  of  error  to  effect, 
and  hath  not  paid  and  satisfied  to  him  the  said  Chalks- 
ley  since  the  decease  of  tht  said  Roger,  nor  to  him 
the  said  Roger  before  his  decease,  the  amount  of  said 
judgment  had  and  rendered  in  the  County  Coui];  as 
aforesaid^  and  has  not  answered  and  paid  all  inter- 
vening damages  and  costs  occasioned  by  prosecuting 
said  writ  of  error,  nor  any  part  thereof;  and  the  said 
bond  of  recognisance,  in  form  aforesaid,  remains  in 
full  force  and  effect,  and  hath  become  fiwfeited  to  the*" 
said  Chalkley^  whereby  an  action  hath  accrued  to  the 
said  Chalkley^  as  surviving  partner  as  aforesaid,  to 
liave  and  recover  of  the  said  Simeon  the  said  sum  of 
1,400  dollars,  as  above  demanded,  yet  the  said  &'- 
meony  having  due  notice  of  the  premises,  hath  not 
paid  said  sum  of  1,400  ddlars  to  either  the  said 
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Oidkley  or  the  said  Roger  in  his  life-time,'  but  de-       imum 
tains  it,  ad  damnum j  2,000  dollars.  Smith. 

This   cause  came  by  a;^>eal  from  the  County  ' 
Court. 

Chatmeey  Langdon^  for  defendant,  craved  cyer  cf 
the  txMid  of  recognisance,  which  was  exhibited,  ^nd 
then  suffered  aHefauIt. 

Tfie  bond  read  in  oyer. 

State  of  Vermont. 

Rutland^  ss.  Be  it  remembered,  that  bef(»^  mc, 
Enoch  Wbodbridge^  one  of  the  Judges  of  the  Supreme 
Court  of  Judicature  of  the  State  of  Vermont^  came 
personally  Simeon  SnMh^  of.  See.  and  acknowledged 
himself  justly  indebted  to  Chalkley  James  and  Roger 
Hunt^  merchants  trading  in  company  under  the  name 
and  firm  of  James  &P  Hunt^  in  the  full  and  just  sum  of 
fourteen  hundred  dollars,  to  be  levied  of  his  good^ 
and  chattels,  lands  and  tenements,  and  for  want 
theneof  upon  his  body,  if  default  be  made  in  the  con- 
ditions following:  The  condition  of  this  recog- 
nisance is  however  such,  that  if  Nathaniel  Dickinson 
shall  prosecute  to  effect  at  the  Supreme  Court  to  be 
holden  at  Rutland,  &c.  on  th^  rTuesday  next  follow- 
Ing  the  fourth  Tuesday  of  January y  1799,  a  writ  of 
error  this  day  prayed  out  against  the  said  Chalkley 
and  Roger,  in  behalf  of  the  said  Nathaniel,  therein 
plaintiff,  and  against  the  said  Chalkley  and  Roger 
therein  named  as  defendants,  which  writ  is  brought 
to  reverse  a  judgment  rendered  by  the  County  Court 
ef  Rutland  County,  at  their  term  of  November,  1797, 
m  favour  of  tl^  ssud  Chalkley  and  Roger,  and  against 
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tlie  »iid  Nathaniel  for  the  sum  of  703  dols.  38  cts. 
for  tiieir  damages,  and  14  dols*  41  cts.  for  their  costs 
of  suit>  and  shall  pay  and  satisfy  to  the  said  Chedkley 
and  Roger  the  Jhll  amount  of  said  Judgment,  provided 
said  judgment  shall  be  affirmed,  and  answer  and  pay 
all  intervening  damages,  in  case  the  said  Nathaniel 
fail  to  prosecute  his  said  writ  of  error  to  efiecty  then 
this  recognisance  to  be  void,  otherwise  of  force. 
Taken  and  acknowledged  before  me,  this  9di  day  of 
February,  1798. 

Enoch  Waodbridge. 


After  oyer  of  the  bond  of  recognisance  and  defeult, 
Langdon  filed  the  fdlowing  motipn  ; 
Chalkley  Jatnes,  Appellee, 

V. 

^Simeon  Smith,  Appellant, 


I'erniQitt  Stat, 
vol.   \.  p.  83. 

t>.  75.    t 


And  the  appellant  by  his  attorney  now  movefii  the. 
Court  l^re  after  judgment  to  recover  his  said  debt 
contained  in  said  bond  of  recognisance,  to  chancer  the 
same  to  the  intervening  damages,  which  the  plaintiff 
hath  actually  sustained  by  reason  of  the  delay  afore- 
said, agreeably  to  equity  and  good  conscience,  ac- 
cording to  the  statute  \i\  such  case  made  and  pro- 
vided.   By 

Jjangdon,  hisattome}'. 


It  n  as  conceded,  that  ijie  exception  upon  the  ori- 
gin il  judgment,  which  had  been  stayed  by  the  super- 
i^as  in  the  writ  of  error,  had  not  been  purchased  out 


! 
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since  die  affirmacioe  (rf^  judgment ;  that  upon  nonsuit       3*"** 
<Kk  the  writ  oi  enxxr,  judgment  had  been  rendered  for       Smitb. 
coBts  and  damages  rated  at  12  per  cent,  interest  on  •—"""■—"" 
the  sum  of  the  original  judgment,  execution  had  is* 
sued,  and  had  been  returned  fully  satisfied. 

9 

Chauncey  JLangdm^  for  the  reoognisor,  contended,* 
that  whatever  might  be  the  form  of  the  bond  ci  re- 
cognisance, it  must  be  controlled  by  the  statute. 

The  statute  provides,  section  lOth,  "that  when  any  ^'^rmmt  ^l 
person  shall  pray  out  a  writ  of  error,  in  due  form  of 
law,  and  procure  the  same  to  be  regularly  served, 
and  shall  fail  to  enter  and  prosecute  his  said  writ  to 
effect,  or  shall  beoome  nonsuit,  the  defendajoit  or  de* 
fendants  in  errcM'  may  enter  his,  her,  or  their  com- 
plaint to  the  Court  to  which  the  same  is  made  re- 
turnable, prayii^  for  bis  just  damages  and  legal  costs, 
and  such  Court  shall  award  to  the  defendant  or  de« 
fendants  in  error,  twelve  per  cent,  interest  on  the  ori- 
ginal judgment  asdamagesy  and  his  costs,  and  issue 
execution  accordingly." 

The  statute  has  been  complied  with,  as  appears  by 
the  concession  in  the  present  cause.  Defendant  in 
error  had  filed  his  comjdaint,  had  judgment  of  Court 
for  his  damages  and  costs,  with  twelve  per  cent,  in- 
terest on  the  original  judgment,  and  purchased  out 
his  writ  of  execution,  which  had  been  returned  fully 
satisfied.  The  damages  and  costs  then  received  by 
the  defendant  in  error,  were  the  same  damages  and 
costs  secured  to  him  by  the  recognisance  provided 
for  by  the  8th  section  of  the  same  act,  ^'  as  just  da- 
f^ges  fir  the  delay  occasioned  by  such  wn7."  To 
satisfy  the  original  judgment,  the  whole  course  of 
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James    '  pmcticc  had  been  to  refer  the  defendant  in  error  to 

Smith.        his  execution  on  such  judgment,  which  had  merely 

,  been  staid  until  the  decision  upon  the  writ  erf  cixor* 

Here  no  other  damages  had  intervened-  The  ori- 
ginal plaintiff  might  at  any  time  have  taken  out  his 
execution  on  the  original  judgment,  after  nonpross  in 
'error ;  and  the  original  defendant  might  at  all  times 
liave  been  charged  in  execution,  never .  havii^ 
changed  his  commorancy:  described  in  the  writ, 

Cephas  Smithy  contra^  objected  to  their  shewing 

any  payment  in  part.    The  statute  does  not  apply  ; 

>rmW  Stat,    for  although  passed  2d  of  Marchy  1 797,  it  will  be 

p.  617.   Fafs  11  1  .  '  1  «  . 

cdiK  recollected  a  suspension  act  was  about  that  time 

passed,  suspending  the  operation  of  this  act  until  the 
first  of  Sept  ember  y  1798.  The  recognisance  bears 
date  the  9th  of  February ^  1798.  The  former  statute, 
under  which  the  recognisance  declared  up<»i  was 
taken,  merely  established  the  common  law  practice, 
and  this  recognisance  is  taken  agreeably  to  such  prad* 
tice.  The  form  is  the  same  with  that  usually  adopted 
before  the  late  statute,  which  we  confess  varies  the 
,  practice.  That  at  common  law,  the  recognisor  for*?* 
feited  the  whole  penalty.  .^ 

Mono.  ed.  ver-      Latigdon.    We  were  aware  that  the  late  statute 
28a  went  into  operation  subsequeo^y  to  the  date  of  the 

recognisance.  But  the  statute  passed  November  I, 
1791,  merely  enumerates  the  process  in  error,  among 
others,  in  defining  the  civil  jurisdiction  of  the  Su- 
preme  Court.  We  now  consider  the  Legislature 
by  the  late  act  have  expressly  affirmed  what  they 
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csonsidered  to  be  the  common  law  practice.    Has  any       James 
other  practice  than  that  which  we  contend  for  been       Smith, 
attempted  to  be  shewn  ?  It  is  observable,  that  in  the  — — *— — 
former  statute  power  is  given  to  the  Court,  upon  mo* 
tion,  after  judgment  for  the  penalty  of  a  recognisance, 
^*  to  moderate  the  rigour  of  the  law  in  consideration 
of  the  case,  and  according  to  equity  and  good  con- ' 
science  to  chancer  such  forfeiture.** 

Hall,  Judge.  If  the  construction  of  the  statute 
advocated  by  Mr.  Smithy  be  correct,  I  have  misled 
many  an  honest  man.  I  have  ever  considered,  that 
the  recognisor  was  holden  only  for  the  interest  and 
costs,  on  failure  of  a  writ  of  error.  The  process  in 
error  merely  suspends  the  execution  upon  the  ori- 
ginal judgment  until  search  is  made  after  error ;  and 
unless  some  intervening  damages  are  shewn,  such 
as  the  eloigning  property,  the  absconding  or  bankr 
ruptcy  of  the  plaintiff  in  error.  I  have  never  con- 
sidered the  defendant  as  entitled,  upon  the  recogni- 
sance, to  any  damages ;  and  never  supposed  it  was 
optional  with  him,  either  to  resort  to  his  execution  in 
the  Court  below  for  his  judgment  debt,  or  to  take  his 
remedy  on  the  recognisance. 

JFoodbridge^  Chief  Judge.  I  have  generally  erased 
intervening  damages^  when  a  recognisance  has  been 
presented  to  me  for  signature,  as  I  would  have  the 
conditions  of  the  recognisance  to  rest  entirely  on  the 
statute. 

But  this  recognisance  is  said  to  be  predicated  on 
the ,  common  law  practice.     If  this  be.  true,  it  is 


iS$  ItUTLAND  COUVTY,  he 

James      dear  that  llie  bond  can  never  be  chancered  bdoir 
Smith.       the  judgment  debt. 


mm 


Curia  advisare  vult. 

At  tlie  ensuing  term,  the  Court  chancered  tint 
bond  of  recognisance  to  a  sum  merely  nomilial* 

Cephas  Smithy  for  plaintiff. 
Chauncey  Longdcnj  fw  defendant* 
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SUPREME  COURT  OF  JUDICATURE 
STATE  OF  VERMONT. 


KUTLAND  COUNTY,  JUNE  ADJOURNED  TERM, 

A.  D.  J801. 


EM)CH  WOODBRIDGE,  CH^ Judge. 
J^AH  SMITHj  JtsMtant  Judge, 
HALLj  Judge^  ubaente. 


Samuel  Broughton  against  David  Warjd  and 

Ab£l  Wolcott. 


TRESPASS  for  taking  one  yoke  of  oxen,  a  mare  where  aj^w^ 
and  colt.     General  issue.    Trial  per  pais.  tween   several 

defendants     in 
trespass,     tlie 

John  Cook,  for  the  plaintiff,  stated,  that  on  the  6th  of''lVone"'S^ 
of  April,  1798,  .the  defendants  purchased  out  two  e^XtM^in^ 
writs  of  attachment,  one  in  each  of  their  names,  and  eridence  as 

proof  of  the 

both  against  the  present  plaintiff  and  one  Francis,  trespass. 
These  writs  were  issued  by  and  made  returnable  be- 
fore Mr.  Justice  Button,  on  the  Jburteenth  of  the 
same  ApriL    They  were  served  on  Broughton  and 

18 
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BroiqihtM  Francis  the  9th  of  the  same  ittonth,  and  hy  cMiii' 
WafdandWoi-  vancc  of  the  then  fdakitifis,  (now  defendants,)  altered 
^^^  and  made  returnable  on  the  19th  of  April  aforesaid. 
The  Justice  held  his  Court  on  ihe  Jburteenth  of 
Aprils  and  not  noticing  the  alteration  in  the  writs,  de- 
suited  Brtrnghton  and  Franeisy  rendered  judgment, 
and  issued  executicHis  in  both  actions.  The  execu- 
tions were  put  into  the  hands  of  a  constable  to  serre 
and  return  ;  who  levied  the  execution  in  the  name  of 
David  Ward  upon  the  mare  and  colt,  and  that  in  the 
name  of  Abel  PTolcott  upcxi  the  oxen  described  in  the 
declaration.  The  property  was  sold  at  public  auction, 
and  the  avails  paid  to  the  present  defendants. 

Mr.  Justice  was  sworn.  He  exhibited  the  two 
writs.  The  alterations  suggested  by  the  counsel 
were  apparent.  The  writs  of  execution  recited  each 
a  judgment  rendered  on  the  Jburteenth  of  Aprils  1 798, 
and  were  dated  the  24th  o(  April,  179«.  The  Justice 
testified,  that  the  two  writs  of  attachment  were 
brought  to  him.  to  sign  by  the  defendant  fFokott,  at 
which  time  they  were  made  returnable  on  the  four- 
teenth day  of  ./^j&n/,  1798;  and  on  that  day  hereii- 
dered  the  several  judgments  on  default,  and  granted 
the  executions  on  the  24th  of  April,  which  he  deli- 
vered to  IFardy  the  other  defendant.  That  on  the 
nineteenth  cX  April,  1798,  he  met  Broughtotif  the  pre- 
sent plaintiff,  with  Francts,  and  they  told  him  they 
were  going  to  his  house  to  attend  Court ;  that  he  then 
informed  them  he  had  rendered  judgment  against 
them  in  both  suits,  on  the  14th  of  ApriL 
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Chauncey  jLangdon,  far  defendanls,  now  object^     Biom^itDi» 
to  the  several '  writs  of  aEttachment  and  ol  executicm  Wardwid woi- 
jjoing  to  the  Jury.    The  matter  hi  iasue  is  a  joint        ^ 
trespass ;  their  whole  shewing  several  trespasses* 

Sedper  Curiam.  There  is  sufficient  privity  shewn 
already  in  evidence  between  the  present  defendants. 
The  acts  of  each,  as  combining  in  this  joint  trespass, 
may  be  shewn. 

Further  evidence  was  exhibited,  *  shewing  that  the 
writs  of  attachment  were  purchased  out  at  the  insti- 
gation of  Francis  J  who,  before  the  service  upon 
JBroughtOTiy  altered  himsdf  the  days  of  the  returns 
with  the  privity  of  the  present  defendants,  and  after- 
wards turned  out  tl)p  oxen,  &c.  the  prpper^  of 
Broughamy  to  satisfy  the  executions^ 

The  Court  inquired,  if  the  defendants  relied  upon 
impeaching  the  credibility  of  the  witnesses ;  and  ob- 
served, that  if  their  teslamooy  could  not  be  shaken^ 
the  defendants  must  be  without  available  defence. 

Verdict  for  plaintiff* 

John  Cook  J  for  plaintiff. 
Chauncey  LangdoHy  for  defendants* 


' 
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Pierce 

V. 

Clark. 


G£0&G£  Pl£RC£,    AppellCC, 

against 
j£OEDiAH  Clark,  Appellant. 


In  action  upon      PLAINTIFF  declared  upon  a  promissory  note, 

promissory  *  *  "^ 

note,  tiic  de-  General  issue  joined,  and  put  to  the  Jury. 

fendant  having        -^    ^      ,  «•        ,  ,  .  .  , 

paid,  in  dis-  Defendant  offered  to  shew  in  evidence  certain  arti- 
not^ui^iyar^  cks  of  merchandise  paid  in  discharge  d*the  note. 

tides   of  mer- 
chandise,    the 

j^Tof  VS  ^^^^'  '^'"''^'  counsel  for  the  plaintiff,  objected ; 
obJ^'^'to*  me  "^^^  ^^^d  section  93.  of  the  Judiciary  act,  *•  That  if 
his   book  ac-  a^y  actiou  shall  be  pending  in  cither  of  Ae  Courts 

«M>iinty  under  •'  *  o 

the  93d  section  aforcsaid,   Supreme  or  County  Courts j  and  the  de- 

of  the  judiciary  •  j  j 

act,  but  may  fcndaiit  or  defendants  shall  have  any  just  demand  on 
nient  under  ^e  book  agtiinst  the  plaintiff  or  plaintiffs,  which  cannot 
general  issue,    j^  plead  as  an  offset  as  aforesaid ;  it  shall  be  lay^tnl  for 

^uch  defendant  or  defendants,  on  or  before  the  third 
day  of  the  first  term  of  the  Court,  in  which,  by  law,  he, 
she,  or  they,  is  or  are  required  to  appear  to  file  in  the 
same  Court  in  which  ^uch  action  -shall  be  pending  as 
aforesaid,  a  declaration  setting  forth  the  nature  of 
such  demand,  according  to  due  form  of  law ;  which 
declaration  so  filed  sliall  be  sufficient  notice  to  the  ad- 
verse party  to  appear  and  answer  thereto ;  and  the 
Court,  in  every  such  case,  shall  proceed  to  the  trial 
on  such  declaration,  previous  to  the  trial  of  the  orip- 
vermont  sut.   nal  action ;  and  if  the  defendant  shall  recover  on  such 

declaration,  tlie  sum  so  recovered  shall  be  plead  as 
an  offset  against  the  original  plaintiff's  demand^  as  is 
above  provided."  And  then  insisted,  that  defendant 
should  have  filed  his  book  account  according  to  the 
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statute  provision ;  in  wliich  case  auditors  would  have       i^ierce 
been  appointed,  and  his  client  would  have  had  the       ciark. 
benefit  of  examining  the  defendant  under  oath  rela-  p^^^.^^,  gut 
live  to  the  correctness  of  his  charges  on  book,  of  ^  ^-  P-  23^- 
which  he  may  now  be  deprived. 

Sedper  Curiam.  The  statute  provision  does  not 
abolish  the  common  law  privilege.  The  defendant 
may  shew  under  this  issue  any  thuig  which  goes  to 
the  discharge  of  the  note.  Payment  is  always  good 
shewing. 

■     ■■■,  for  plaintiff. 

Israel  Smithy  for  defendant. 


William  Hogg,  ex  dem.  Silas  Hodges  et  aL 

against  * 
Erastus  WoLCOTT,  Tenant. 


COSTS  on  new  trial  in  ejectment.  Upon  gnmtmg 

This  cause,  after  being  several  terms  in  the  County  c^  Jiu  not 
Court,  came  by  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court,  and  ^nS* *Se  *id. 
was  tried -R?6rfiflry  term,  1800.  Verdict  for  the  platn-  JSISTuKn- 
tiff.  At  the  May  adjourned  term  of  this  Court,  2^"*^"^^"*^ 
1800,  defendant  fVolcott  filed  his  motion  for  new  ^^rtiy    those 

•  1  1    J  1  1.  *.  «   ^^^^   which 

trial,  grounded  upon  the  recent  discovery  of  new  and  have    accmed 
material  evidence.     New  trial  was  granted  and  had  in|^  of  thFnel 
this  present  term,  when  the  Jury  found  a  verdict  for  *'**^ 
the  defendant;  and  now  defendant  moved  for  his 
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Hog);        costs  to  be  taxed  from  the  commencement  of  the  suit 
Woicott      in  the  County  Court. 

Chauncey  Langdon  conceded^  that  if  the  new  trial 
had. been  granted  by  reason  of  the  misconduct  of  his 
client,  the  plaintiff,  full  costs  might  have  been  taxed; 
but  e  contra  where  the  new  trial  was  granted  on  ac- 
'  count  of  the  misfortune  of  the  defendant,  occasioned 
by  his  ignorance  of  certain  material  evidence. 

Per  Curiam.  The  new  trial  was  granted  solely 
upon  the  discovery  of  new  and  material  evidence. 
Here  wad  no  misconduct  in  the  plaintiff.  Let  costs 
be  taxed  for  the  defendant,  solely  from  the  com- 
mencement of  the  new  trial* 

Langdonj  for  plaintiff. 
■'■  ,  for  defendant. 


L  Smith  against  Ithamar  Hubbard  and  Isaac 

M'WiTHY. 


VTbere  a  new      MOTION  in  arrcst  of  jud&mient,  and  for  trial  de 

action    is    not  ,  .        •>       o  ' 

barred  by  the  novo^  in  ejectment. 

statute,    the  ,,«,,  .  •    <•  i  <■  -n  * 

Court  wm  not       ihis  cause  was  tried  at  the  stated  term,  February ^ 
new' toif^be*  A.  D.  1801.   Verdict  for  defendant. 
S^  n^^  pu^      Darius  Chipman  and  -—  — — ,  filed  the  follow- 
::ctn'rfiS:ing  motion: 

Judge's  charger 


JUNE  ADJOURNED  TERM,  l86l.    .  143 

And  now  the  said  Israel  Smithy-  in  Ccmrt,  after       Smitb 
verdict,    and  before  judgment    had   and  rendered  Habbftrdud 
thereon,  moves  and  prays  the  Court,  that  no  judg-  ^  ^' 

ment  may  be  rendered  on  the  verdict  of  the  Jury  in 
said  cause,  because  he  says  that  the  verdict  of  said 
Jury  was  returned  against  him  contrary  to  law  and 
the  directions  of  the  Court  in  matters  of  law.  Where- 
ibre  he  prays  the  judgment  of  the  HonouraUe  Court, 
that  the  same  verdict  may  be  set  aside,  and  a  new 
trial  granted  in  the  same  cause  by  his  attornies,  &c. 

Arguments   upon   the  motion    were  heard  thb 
term: 

Daniel  Chipman^  against  the  motion,  stilted,  that  oti  motion  for 
it  appeared  in  evidence  upon  the  trial,  that  in  1781,  ^u«b  Sc  ver- 
John  Paine,  brodier-in-law  to  the  plaintiff,  sold  an  uw«d1Kdf. 
entire  proprietary  right  of  land,  which  embraced  the  co^ifltH** 
lots  described  in  the  declaration,  to  the  ancestor  of  P«"»  ^^i*. 

were  matters  la 

the  defendant.  The  plaintiff  was  conusant  of  the  fiMi  m  weU  m 
facts,  and  suffered  his  claim  to  lie  dormant  uiuil  the  consideration 
year  1794,  when  this  adverse  claim  was  made.  That  that  if  th7 jury 
there  was  probable  presumption  that  the  plaintiff  had  o^etlyt  *^ey 
^ven  a  deed  of  the  premises  to  John  Paine;  and  that  ^^^  "SnJecti*? 
afterwards,  by  some  connivance,  this  deed  was  de-  ^^^  ^<>"«^  ^»" 

'       "^  not  attempt  to 

stroyed,  and  thus  an  equitable  tide  at  least  was  de-  discuss  the  mo- 

*  ,  .  tives  to  the  Ycr- 

feated.  Both  plenary  and  presumptive  evidence  of  diet,  but  wUi 
facts  of  this  nature  was  before  the  Jury,  who  un-  be  correct. 
doubtedly  did  substantial  justice  between  the  parties. 
The  defence  in  the  cause  was  the  statute  of  limita- 
tions, and  the  verdict  was  punded  on  the  weight  of 
evidence,  and  not  biassed  by  any  moot  points  in  law; 
and  therefore  this  is  not  a  case  contemplated  by  the 
statute,  which  enables  the  Court  to  grant  new  trials. 


I 
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V. 

Httbbard  and 
M»Whhy. 
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Besides,  the  Court  never  favour  new  trials  in  ac- 
tions of  ejectment.  Formerly  they  were  never  grant- 
ed, because  of  the  re^ct  due  to  the  possession  of 
lands,  and  because  the  party  might  brii^  a  succes- 
sion  of  actions  of  ejectment ;  and  the  object  of  anew 
trial  in  ejectment  could  only  be  to  save  costs. 


arose  to  reply. 


Vermioiia  Stat, 
vol.  1.  p.  9r. 


Scdper  Curiam.  It  is  not  usual  fiir  the  Court  to 
interrupt  &iling  counsel ;  but  the  case  is  so  clear, 
that  it  would  be  a  waste  of  time  to  hear  further  ar- 
gument. 

The  Court  are  direcdy  against  the  motion,  on  two 
grounds: 

First.  If  the  statute  oi  limitations  does  not  bar  a 
new  suit,  we  see  no  proprieQ'  in  gran^ig  a  new 
trial. 

Secondly.  The  Court  are  restricted  by  the  statute 
in  granting  new  trials  to  those  cases  alone  where  the 
Jury  in  the  opinion  of  the  Court  mistake  the  km. 
Here  were  matters  of  law  and  £Eict  given  to  the  Jury. 
If  the  Jury  found  certain  facts,  they  did  not  mistake 
the  law ;  and  we  see  no  necessity  of  discriminating 
the  motives  of  the  verdict. 


Darius  Chipman  and       ■■  — 
Daniel  Chipman^  for  defendant. 


Motion  discharged. 


-,  for  plaintiflf. 


■ 
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Fuge 

V. 

Walker. 


tue< 


Thomas  Page,  Appellee,  ^ 

agaimt 
Samuel  Walker,  Esquire^  Appellant* 

THIS  was  an  action  of  debt  on  a  bond.     Defend-  The  Court  wiu 

Dot  award  a  re*- 

ont  pleaded  nil  debet.     Verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  and  pleader  after  « 

.  ludgpaent  upon 

judgment  for  the  penal  sum.     Motion  to  chancer  a  vumM  h- 
filed  by  the  defendant  last  term.     And  now  the  de- 
fendant moves  for  leave  to  plead  de  novo,  that  he 
might  plead  a  release  in  bar,  which  was  tested  an- 
terior to  his  filing  the  plea  nil  debeL 

John  Cook  J  for  the  defendant.  In  this  action  w^. 
were  surprised  into  an  immaterial  issuer  We  had 
expected  to  have  shewil  our  release  under  the  pka 
nil  debety  but  the  Court  excluded  it. 

We  learn  from  Bucon^s  Abridgment^  Vol.  5.  p.  454. 
diat  the  general  rule  b,  that  if  there  be  an  immaterial 
issue,  and  thereupon  a  verdict,  upon  which  the  Court 
tannot  know  for  whom  to  give  judgment,  whether 
for  the  plaintiff  or  defendant,  a  repleader  is  regularly 
to  be  awarded ;  for  such  immaterial  issue  is  not  aided 
after  verdict  by  32  Henry  V  III.  «•  30.  or  any  of  the 
statutes  of  jeofail. 

Wo ODBRiDGE,  Chief  Judge*  This  does  not  touch 
the  present  case. 

Cook.  True ;  but  the  trial  in  this  case  has  not 
touched  the  merits  of  the  cause.  This  is  a  motion 
that  the  Court,  will  favour  in  order  to  do  sttbstantial 
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Vt^       justice.    £urr.  Rep.  vol.  1.  p.  292  to  301.  Rcth  v. 
Wa^.      Roger  PhiUpSy  Mayw  of  Caertnarthen. 


««Mi 


Daniel  Chipmariy  e  canira.  The  authorities  do  not 
apply.  The  present  case  does  not  come  within  the 
rules  of  the  Court.  Here  a  motion  to  chancer  after 
Terdict  and  judgment  has  been  filed,  and  a  motiooi 
for  repleader  is  beyond  all  rule.  But  not  to  insist  on 
this,  the  repleader  is  always  awarded  from  something 
intrinsici  the  record  (txgv&t.  extrimiCf)  or  when  the 
parties  join  issue  upon  an  immaterial  fact,  which  can-* 
not  help  the  Court  to  found  a  judgment,  but  not  be« 
cause  the  party  has  mistaken  his  ground  of  defence* 
Parties  may  have  several  grounds  of  defence.  Some 
may  be  preferable  to  others,  and  have  their  election. 
In  this  case  the  party  had  his  election,  and  the  issue 
has  been  decided  against  him  upon  a  material  fact. 

Per  Curiam.  From  the  statement  of  the  defend- 
ant's counsel,  this  appears  to  be  a  hard  case.  But  the 
Court  cannot  relieve.  Here  is  a  material  issue  joined^ 
verdict,  and  judgment.  The  Court  will  not  award  a 
repleader  sifter  judgment 

Motion  discharged,  and  cause  continued  by  order 
of  Court.*  • 

Daniel  Chipmany  for  plaintiff. 
John  Cooky  for  defendant. 


■  ■% 


*  The  defendant  sought  relief  in  the  Court  of  Chanceiy^ 
and  obtained  a  decree  containing  a  perpetual  injunction  upon 
this  suit,  ^February  term,  A.D.  1805. 
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MM)CH  WOODBRWGE,  Cldef  Judge. 

LOTT  HALL,     ?  ^    •  ,     .  r  -/ 
.YOAH  SMJTff^  S 


State  against  Truman  Squires,  Esquire. 

SPECIAL  rule.  Upon  a  mle  to 

David  Fay,  State  Attoraey  for  said  County,  here  SST^JSi  l!^ 
moves  the  Court  for  a  special  rule  to  be  served  upon  ^f  thJcSSt 
Truman  Squires,  attorney  in  this  Court,  to  shew  ^t^^itu)^ 
cause,  if  any  he  have,  why  he  should  not  forthwith  ^y**  *>»«"»?««- 

uOD     01     the 

deliver  to  the  grand  jurors,  duly  impanelled,  sworn,  ^*n?  J"*?* 
and  charged  by  this  Court,  at  this  now  term,  dili-  S^*^^tt- 
gently  to  inquire  after  and  true  presentment  make  of  for^*^whkh 
aU  felonious  breaches  of  the  law,  for  their  inspection  v£d^hf^: 
and  examination,  two  certain  promissory  notes  (which  Soi^coSc 
lie  holds  ki  his  hands  as  attorney  to  one  Thomin  Md^  jf,  cifcnt* luZ 


pecte4  of  cq|ii« 
nitting  die  fiir* 
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state        leryy)  for  the  sum  of  twenty-five  dollars  each,  pur* 

Squires.       porting  to  have  been  made  by  one  Silas  Hubbelj  to 

'"■"  the  said  Thomas  Mallery  ;  the  said  MaUery  having 

been  recognised  by  Mr.  Justice  Sexton^  of  Man- 
chester^ in  this  County,  to  appear  and  answer  in  this 
Court  touching  such  things  as  might  be  charged 
against  him  for  the  falsely  and  feloniously  forging  and 
making  the  said  notes ;  the  Grand  Jurors  having  the 
same  now  under  their  consideration, 

David  Fat/y  State  Attorney. 
llute  granted, 

And  now,  on  the  same  day  of  the  term,  Mr.  Squires 
shewqd  cause,  and  observed— 

That  he  felt  himself  delicately  situated  between 
the  duties  due  to  his  client  and  the  government.  As 
an  attorney  of  the  Court  he  had  a  reputation  to  pre- 
serve, which  must  be  principally  grounded  upon  his 
unshaken  attachment  to  the  interests  of  his  client. 
As  a  citizen  he  owed  duties  to  the  government, 
"which  he  at  all  times  esteemed  it  incumbent  upon 
him  promptly  to  discharge.  The  report  that  as  an 
attorney  he  had  wantonly  disclosed  the  secrets  of  his 
client,  and  unnecessarily  exposed  him  to  public  pro- 
secution, and  perhaps  infamous  punishment,  would 
be  painful.  But  the  very  imputation  that,  in  defiance 
of  his  duties  as  a  good  citizen,  he  has  suppressed  evi- 
dence of  crime,  and  sheltered  the  accused  from  pub- 
lic prosecution,  might  sully  his  character  as  an  offi- 
ccr  of  the  Court,  and  an  honest  man.  As  the  point 
whether  he  should  disclose  the  papers  in  question  to 
the  Grand  Jury,  could  not  be  decided  by  considera- 
tions merely  moral  or  honourable,  but  by  consider^ 
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taons  of  constitutional  and  legal  propriety,  he  had  he-        state 
sitated  to  decide  for  himself,  and  had  suggested  to       Squires. 
the  State  Attorney  the  measure  of  filing  this  rule ;  — ■— "~^ 
and  confessed,  that  he  anticipated  from  the  decision 
of  the  Court,  to  which  he  should  cheerfully  submit, 
a  direction  to  duty,  and  a  sanction  for  his  conduct. 

At  present  it  behoved  him,  as  attorney  to  Thomas 
Mattery  J  to  shew  cause  why  the  rule  should  not  be 
made  absolute.  He  conceded  that  he  held  in  his 
possession  certain  promissory  notes  of  the  purport  of 
those  mentioned  in  the  rule,  and  stated  that  they  were 
delivered  to  him  by  Thomas  Mallery;  that  in  the  or- 
dinary  course  of  the  business  of  his  office,  he  should 
have  holden  himself  as  accountable  to  Mallery  onlj' 
for  the  control  of  them,  to  whom  he  considered  him- 
self still  attorney. 

He  then  argued  from  the  intimacy  subsisting  be- 
tween persons  ii^  the  relation  of  attorney  and  client, 
which  in  majsiiy  cases  amounted  to  almost  personal 
identity  in  the  contemplation  of  law.  This  intimacy, 
like  that  between  husband  and  wife,  was  highly  re- 
apected  in  judicial  proceedings.  When  an  attorney 
is  sworn  to  testify  in  a  cause  in  which  he  is  or  has 
been  engaged  as  counsel,  the  very  form  of  the  oath 
administered  contained  an  exception  of  such  matters 
as  have  been  communicated  to  him  in  confidence  by 
his  client.  Tljat  the  bill  of  rights  prefixed  to  our 
constitution  of  government,  declares,  **  that  in  all  ventutnt  stat. 
prosecutions  for  criminal  offences,  a  person  cannot  ^^  ^^  ^'  ^^ 
be  compelled  to  give  evidence  against  himself;"  that 
this  clause  in  the  bill  of  rights  was  one  of  the  distin- 
guishing marks  between  a  despotic  and  free  govem- 
pient^  and  should  not  be  shak^  by  any  considcra'^ 
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State 

V. 

Squires. 


Vermont  Stat, 
vol.  1.  p.  33. 
art.  X. 


Verment 
vol.  1.  p. 


Stat 
334- 
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tions  of  present  expediency.  That  by  the  same  biU 
of  rights,  any  person  accused  of  a  crime  hath  a  ri^t 
to  be  heard  by  counsel.  But  how  shaU  the  accused 
venture  to  instruct  his  counsel  in  the  nature  of  his 
defence,  if  the  papers  communicated  in  the  confi- 
dence of  a  private  consultation,  might,  in  the  course 
of  the  prosecution,  by  the  order  of  the  Court,  be  ex- 
torted from  his  counsel,  and  used  as  evidence  against 
him?  Would  not  this  in  most  cases  defeat  the  bill  of 
rights  ? 

Mr.  Sguires  then  observed,  that  the  clausies  i«ad 
from  the  bill  of  rights  are  but  in  affirmance  of  the 
common  law ;  and  cited  Burrow's  Reports,  vol.  3, 
p.  1687.  Rex  V.  Dixon. 


The  State  Attorney,  in  reply,  observed,  that  he 
held  the  biU  of  rights  in  highrespect ;  but  he  could 
not  refrain  from  noticing,  that  the  Legislaturc  had 
considered  tliat  the  clause  which  sheltered  a  person 
from  being  compelled  to  give  evidence  against  him- 
self, did  not  admit  of  so  extensive  a  construction  as 
that  contended  for  by  Mr.  Squires.     Provision  had 
been  made  for  search  warrants  In  the  case  of  stolen 
goods ;  and  in  the  case  of  counterfeited  coins,  a  per- 
son  my  be  compelled  to  give  evidence  against  him." 
self.    The  act  declares,  "that  every  Justice  of  the 
Peace  within  this  State  is  hereby  authorised  and  em 
powered,  and  it  is  hereby  made  his  duty  to  seize  and 
take  into  custody  every  piece  of  such  false,  forged 
altered  or  counterfeited  coin,  which  he  shall  see  ob- 
serve, or  have  knowledge  of,  and  the  same  shall  re- 
tam,  entering  the  name  of  the  person  or  pereons  from 
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whom  he  took  the  same,  and  at  his  dis(!re^n  to  sute 
cause  the  person  or  persons  from  whom  he  took  such  Squires, 
eoin  to  come  before  him  to  be  examined  in  the  pre-  ••— — — ^ 
mises ;  and  to  administer  an  oath  to  such  person  or 
persons,  to  declare  from  whom  he  or  they  received 
such  coin ;  and  proceed  in  his  inquiries^  in  manner 
aforesaid,  for  the  detection  of  the  author  of  such  mis- 
chief, so  far  as  he  in  his  discretion  shall  think  neces- 
aary,"  If  the  progress  of  the  magistrate's  inquiries 
leads  to  the  felon  himself,  he  will  be  compelled  to 
give  evidence  against  himself,  and  that  under  oath* 
But  be  that  as  it  may,  he  thought  it  his  duty,  as  pub- 
lic prosecutor,  to  pursue  every  legal  course  to  bring 
offenders  to  condign  punishment.  If  the  Court  con- 
sidered this  demand  upon  Mr.  Squires  not  warrant- 
od  by  law,  he  should  cheerfully  submit  to  the  de- 
cision. 

WooDBRiDCE,  Chief  Judge.  The  attorney  in  this 
case  must  be  considered  as  the  keeper  of  these  notes 
for  his  client.  If  so,  in  contemplation  of  law  they  are 
in  the  possession  of  Thomas  Mallery.  I  doubt  the 
propriety  of  ordering  papers  thus  situated  out  of  his 
possession  for  the  purpose  of  making  use  of  them 
against  him.  It  is  true  there  are  search  warrants  for 
the  discovery  of  stolen  goods;  and  magistrates  who 
may  seize  base  coin,  are  authorised  to  examine  persons 
through  whose  hands  it  may  have  passed,  under  oath. 
But  these  are  statute  provisions,  which  do  not  con- 
trovert the  bill  of  rights.  There  are  no  instances  of 
warrants  to  search  for  papers  correctly  issuable  at 
common  law. 
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Stata  tlMaUery  makes  use  of  these  notes  to  support  tktt 

Sqiurc*.      action,  the  Court  before  whom  such  action  is  tried 

•     -  may  and  ought  to  direct  them  to  be  stopped.     The 

case  in  Burrcrws  I  conceive  to  be  in  point* 

Hall,  Judge.  I  consider  the  only  power  the 
Court  have  over  such  papers,  while  in  posses^n  of 
the  party  or  his  attorney,  whom  I  consider  to  be  one 
in  contemplation  of  law,  must  be  when  they  ate  at*- 
tempted  to  be  exhibited  in  evidence  in  this  Court.  I 
do  not  think  we  have  any.  more  power  over  these 
notes  than  we  have  over  any  otiier  private  papersr 
which  Mr.  Attorney  may  suggest  are  in  the  custody 
oiMaUery^  and  which  he  may  esteem  requisite  to 
maintain  a  prosecution  against  him.  I  am  for  dis*- 
cfaarging  the  rule. 

SidiTH,  Judge.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion. 

Rule  discharged^ 

jD.  Fay,  State  Attorney,  for  the  Statei 
Tfumon  Sguirest  pro  se. 
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Fierce 

V. 

HindstUn. 


iri»«iaw 


Jonathan  Pierce,  Apixrllant, 

against 
Jos£PH  IliNDSDALL,  Junior,  Appellee. 

This  was  an  action  of  trover  and  conversion,  in  i„  trorer  for  a 
which  the  pl^iintiflF  declared,  that  the  defendant  had  bv\he  pi*intiff 
converted  to  his  own  use  a  certain  bay  mare,  the  eloigned  from 
property  of  the  plaintiff.  ^y^^  Yon' 

General  issue  joined,  and  put  to  the  Jury.  inidmiH^bteJ* 

a  .  witness    on 
^the  part  of  the 

Jonathan  Robinstmy  for  the  plaintiff,  stated,  that'' plaintiff. 
Pierce  loaned  the  mare  to  his  son  Howard  Pierce^  to 
ride  to  the  western  part  of  the  State  of  New-  York^ 
.who  on  his  journey,  without  the  knowledge  or  con- 
sent of  his  father,  sold  her  in  a  swindling  bargain  to 
one  Cheney y  of  Bennington^  who  for  a  valuable  con- 
sideration  sold  the  mare  to  the  defendant. 

Mr.  Robinson  now  offered  Htrward  Pierce  as  a  wit* 
ness  to  prove  this  statement. 

Israel  Smith  and  ■  ■  ■ '  i*  ■  ■«,  objected*  They  con- 
tended, that,  from  the  statement  of  the  plaintiff's 
counsel,  Howard  Pierce  is  interested  in  the  event  of 
the  suit ;  and  although  his  interest  may  not  be.  direct 
it  is  consequential,  and  ought  to  exclude  him  from 
testifying.  The  same  principle  will  apply  in  the  con- 
veyance of  personal  as  real  property*  In  the  convey. 
ance  of  real  property,  no  one  in  the  line  of  ancestry 
ean  be  admitted  to  vitiate  or  strengthen  his  title,  but 
is  estopped  to  say  that  he  has  conveyed  an  estate  in 
which  he  has  no  property.     In  case  plaintiff  recovers 
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Pieive       here,  the  fecord  may  be  given  in  evidence  in  a  future 

V.  

HiiKUdaU.  action  brought  by  him  against  this  witness.  They 
further  observed,  that  it  had  been  determined  by 
Lord  Mansfieldy  that  the  drawer  of  a  bill  of  exchange 
cannot  be  admitted  as  a  witiiess  to  prove  the  accept-^ 
ance,  and  thereby  strengthen  the  security  given  by 
him  to  the  payee ;  and  that  this  case  comes  within 
the  same  principle. 

Robinson  replied,  that  the  principles  which  govern 
the  conveyance  of  real  property  will  not  apply  to  the 
transfer  of  personal.  That  the  rules  which  control 
evidence  in  case  of  bills  of  exchange,  are  aside  from 
those  which  regulate  the  transfer  of  property.  The 
indorsement  of  a  bill  of  exchange  or  promissory  note 
is  but  the  transfer  of  a  chose  in  action.  The  sale  tA 
.  a  chattel  is  always  accompanied  with  possession  and 
delivery. 

Bills  of  exchange  are  creatures  of  the  law  mer- 
chant, and  the  whole  operation  of  them,  as  regulated 
by  British  statutes  and  decisions,  is  for  the  facili- 
tating commerce,  and  aside  of  the  common  law. 

That  the  point  in  contest  had  been  decided  in  the 
case  of  ■  ads.  Billings j  where  the  witness  was 

admitted  to  testify.  Here  if  there  is  any  interest  in  the 
witness  it  is  against  himself;  and  where  the  interest 
is  against  the  witness,  he  is  willing  to  testify,  and  the 
party  producing  him  will  risk  his  testimony,  the  wit- 
ness is  admissible. 

Per  Curiam.  The  witness  is  inadmissible.  He 
shall  not  be  permitted  to  testify  that  he  had  no  pro- 
perty in  the  chattel  vended  by  him  as  his  property. 
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He  is  consequently  interested  in  the  event  of  this  suit. 
PlaintiiF  had  his  remedy  against  the  witness  or  the 
defendant  at  his  election,  A  judgment  in  favour  of 
tRe  plaintiff  in  the  present  action  might,  by  the  wit- 
ness, Horward  Pierce^  be  pleaded  in  bar  to  a  future 
action,  which  the  present  plaintiff  might  hereafter 
institute  against  him. 
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Pieree 

Hindfld«ll. 


Witness  incompetent. 


Jonathan  Robinson^  for  plaintiff. 

Israel  Smith  and ■  for  defendant. 


1 


CASES 


DETERMINED  IN  THE 


SUPREME  COURT  OF  JUDICATURE 


OF    THK 


STATE  OF  VERMONT, 


BENNINGTON  COUNTY,  JUNE  ADJOURNEQ 

TERM,  A.  D.  I80it 


£AVCff  IVOODBRIDGE,  Chief  Judgt. 
NOAH  SMITH,  Mwtant  Judge. 


Ebenezer  Harris,  Esquire,  Appellee, 

against 
BiGELow  Lawrence,  Charles  Dyer,  Daniej^. 
TiNKUM,  John  Fuller,  Abel  House,  So- 
lomon Fuller,  John  Burnet,  and 
HosEA  Fuller, 


Son  fop^riibS'      THIS  was  an  action  of  trespass  on  the  case  brought 

if  the  plaintiff  by  Z&m^,  the  appellee,  against  the  appellants  for  a  libel. 

t&piitur  in  hu  Plaintiff  declared,  that  for  upwards  of  six  years  be-» 

the  rninntest'  forc  the  publication  of  the  libel,  he  had  been  a  good 

tween  the  libel  and  faithful  citiz^n  of  this  and  the  United  States,  and 

offered   in  evi- 

<|enoe  and  the  decliuration,  will  he  f&tal    Intimation  of  the  Court 


BENNINGTON  COUNTY,  Ice  157 


had  been  for  six  years  aforesaid  duly  appointed  by  Harris 
the  Legislature  o{  Vermont ^  commissioned  and  sworn  Lawrence  etal. 
to  the  oiEce  of  Justice  of  the  Peace  within  and  for  — — — 
the  County  of  Bennington^  and  to  the  time  of  the 
publication  of  the  libel  aforesaid,  was  always  reputed, 
esteemed,  and  accepted  amongst  all  his  neighbours, 
&c.  to  be  a  person  of  good  name,  and  also  to  have 
administered  in  his  said  office  of  Justice  of  the  Peace 
as  aforesaid,  within  his  jurisdiction,  with  honesty, 
firmness,  and  impartiality,  always  conducting  therein 
as  became  an  upright  magistrate  of  the  people,  and 
thereby  acquiring  large  sums  of  money,  to  the  com- 
fortable support  of  himself  and  family,  and  great  in- 
crease of  his  riches,  to  wit,  at  Shqfisburt/  aforesaid : 
yet  the  defendants,  well  knowing  the  premises,  but 
falsely  and  maliciously  contriving  and  intending  to 
injure  the  plaintiff  in  his  good  name,  and  to  prevent 
the  Legislature  of  the  State  of  Fermont  from  re-elect- 
ing the  plaintiff  to  the  office  of  Justice  of  the  Peace, 
and  to  ruin  him  in  his  reputation  and  credit  therein, 
did,  on  the  27th  day  of  September,  A.  D.  1799,  at 
Shaftshury  aforesaid,  write  and  publish  the  following 
false  and  scandalous  libel  to  divers  good  people  of 
this  State,  when  m  their  General  Assembly  convened 
at  Windsor,  in  the  County  of  tFindsor,  at  their  stated 
se^ions  holden  in  the  month  of  October,  A.  D.  1799, 
of  and  concerning  the  plaintiff,  in  the  words  foUonanng, 
to  wit : 

To  the  Honourable  the  Legislature  of  the  State  Oi 
Vermont,  to  be  convened  at  Windsor,  the  second 
Tuesday  of  October  next. 
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Harrii  The  petition  and  remonstrance  of  us  Ae  subscri- 

Lftwrenee  et  at  bers,  inhabitants  of  Shq/isbun/y  m  which  we  humbty 

"  state  the  following  facts,  relative  to  the  conduct  of 

Ehenezer  liarrisy  Esquire,  Justice  of  the  Peace  in 

said  Shaftsburyy  to  wit : 

The  said  Ebenezer^  instead  of  preserving  the 
peace,  is  himself  a  peace-breaker.  He  has  been 
guilty  of  quarreling,  threatening  and  fighting  cm  die 
sabbath  and  other  days.  He  has  been  guilty  of  over, 
reaching  and  obtaining  an  undue  advantage  in  obtain- 
ing property  of  hb  neighbours.  He  does  not  possess 
that  uprightness  smd  integrity  of  heart  und  manners 
that  become  the  man  who  is  entrusted  with  the  com- 
mission of  the  Peace.  All  which  we  are  ready  to 
prove. 

We,  therefore,  confiding  in  the  wisdom  and  up- 
rightness of  the  Legislature,  do  solemnly  protest 
against  the  appointment  of  the  said  Ebenezerj  and  as 
in  duty  bound  shall  ever  pray. 

Shqfisbury,  27th  September^  1799. 

Subscribed  with  the  proper  names  of  the  de- 
fendants. 

By  the  means  of  the  writing  and  publishing  of 
which  false,  malioious  and  de&matoiy  libel,  he  the 
said  Ebenezer  Harris  is  greatly  injured  in  his  good 
name,  fame,  credit  and  reputation ;  and  is  brought 
nto  public  scandal,  ignominy  and  disgrace  among  all 
his  neighbours,  friends  and  acquaintance,  and  those 
to  whom  the  integrity  and  innocence  of  the  said 
Ebenezer  were  unknown,  have,  £rom  the  time  of  die 
publishing  the  said  libel,  vehemently  suspected  the 
said  Ebenezer  to  have  been  a  breaker  of  the  neace* 
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&c.  fas  charged  in  the  BbelyJ  and  have  on  that  ac-       Hwrit 
count  wholly  refused,  and  still  do  more  and  more  re-  Lawrence  et«L 
fuse  to  have  any  conunerce»  discourse  or  acquaints 
ance  with  him,  or  to  do  business  before  him  as  a  ma- 
gistrate as  aforesaid,  as  they  were  used  and  accus- 
tomed to  do,  and  otherwise  would  have  done,  had  not 
said  false,  &c.  libel  been  written  and  published ;  and 
the  said  Ebenezer  is  otherwise  greatly  injured,  &c«     « 
to  his  damage  10,000  dollars. 

The  defendants  pleaded  severally  the  general  issue. 
Plaintiff  joined.  Defendants  gave  notice  under  the 
statute,  that  they  should  give  the  truth  of  the  words 
in  the  supposed  libel  set  forth  in  evidence  on  their 
defence ;  and  the  issues  went  to  the  Jury. 

Plaintiff's  counsel  now  offered  to  read  in  evidence 
a  paper  purporting  to  contain  the  libel  declared 
upon. 

» 

The  counsel  for  the  defendants  objected,  alleging 
a  variance  between  the  libel  declared  on  and  that 
offered. 

r 

Chauncey  Langdon^  for  defendants.  The  plaintiff 
declares,  **  in  the  words  Jbllawing^  to  witj*^  yet  the 
iword  ^^  heinous'*^  is  in  the  paper  offered  in  evidence, 
but  omitted  in  the  libel  declared  upon.  There  is 
also  a  variance  in  this :  In  the  paper  offered  in  evi- 
dence are  the  words  "  obtaining  property  offus  neigh* 
boursy^^  simply ;  in  the  libel  declared  on,  "  over- 
reaching  and  obtaining  an  undue  advantage  in  obtain- 
ing  property  of  his  neighbours."   The  paper  offered 
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Jttfrw       in  evidence  appears  to  have-  been  signed  by  the  de- 
Lawrence  et  aL  fendants  and  twelve  others,  making  twenty  signa- 
tures in  the  whole.    The  declaration  merely  states, 
"  signed    by     the    defendants,    with    their   proper 
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names/' 


There  arc  two  modes  of  declaring  upon  libels,  to 
Mat,  in  hac  verba^  in  these  words,  or  cujus  tenor^  to 
this  intent.  So,  when  an  act  is  relied  upon  in  a  decla- 
ration, you  may  generally  declare  in  hac  verba  or 
tujus  tenor.  But  in  libels,  if  a  plaintiff  elects  to  de- 
dare  in  hac  verboy  he  b  bound.  He  cited  Jacobus 
Law  Diet.  Toml.  edit,  under  the  head  '^  Libels;^* 
Gilberts  Law  ofEvidencey  p.  852.  Cfpel  LoJVs  edit. 
Com.  Dig*  vol.  4.  p.  718.  S-wifVs  System^  vol.  2. 
p.  50.  Upon  demurrer  to  a  declaration  upon  a  libel 
declared  to  be  in  hac  verba^  nor  for  not^  although  ex- 
pressing  the  same  sense,  was  held  to  be  fatal.  Read 
ns  advisory. 

David  Fay^  contra.  The  authorities  cited  by 
Mr.  Langdon^  are  all  in  cases  of  criminal  prosecu- 
tions for  libels.  In  ^uch  cases,  more  strictness  is  re- 
quired in  favour  of  the  subject.  No  such  decisions 
in  civil  cases  can  be  produced.  Again,  there  is  a 
distinction  betwixt  the  doctrine  of  libels  as  received 
in  England  and  in  this  country.  In  our  mode  of  ju- 
diciary process  on  libels,  our  opponents  t^an  shew  no 
hardships  suffered  and  no  advantages  gained  by  such 
omissions*  If  the  English  doctrine  of  libels  applies 
here,  why  not  adopt  it  to  its  greatest  extent  ?  The 
same  books  will  shew,  that  defendants  in  England 
could  not  give  the  truth  of  the  libellous  matter  in 
evidence.    This  would  operate  in  such  manner  upon 


Jt)N£  ADJOCRKED  TERM,  1801.  161 

Iheir  clients, » that  they  would  not  wish  so  &r  to  re-       Hanu 
eognise  the  Englidt  doctrine  of  libels*  LMmnce  eta 


ttm^ 


Chauncey  Langdon^  in  reply »  This  kind  of  action 
ought  not  to  be  favoured,  and  a.  person  instituting  it 
ought  to  be  well  advised^  No  distinction  can  be 
shewn  between  a  civil  action  and  an  information  fw 
a  libel,  as  to  the  strictness  required*  Although  no 
injury  can  be  shewn  as  suffered  by  defendants  through 
the  introduction  of  this  inapplicable  paper^  yet  vrhcsk 
suitors  seek  for  justice,  they  must  pursue  it  in  the 
right  way.  If  in  the  wrong  mode,  defendants  have  a 
right  to  withstand  such  process  as  may  not  cc»nport 
with  the  regulations  of  Courts* 

We  deny  that  ail  our  authorities  wtre  reports  o£ 
criminal  process*  The  law  writers  cited  speak  of  in- 
formations and  civil  actions,  and  aj^ly  the  doctrine 
we  contend  for  equally  to  each. 

The  doctrine  as  to  justification,  by  proving  the 
truth  of  the  words,  does  not  apply  to  civil  actions 
more  in  England  than  here*  But  granting  the  cases 
cited  applied  the  doctrine  exclusively  to  actions  of  a 
criminal  nature,  and  the  truth  in  justification  proYA* 
bited  in  favour  of  the  King,  then  surely  the  argu- 
ments derived  from  it  would  apfdy  with  redoubled 
force  here.  If  in  a  government  where  the  royal  pre^ 
togative  and  the  characters  of  men  in  high  office  arc 
peculiarly  guarded  by  the  laws,  so  far  that  the  truth 
of  a  libel  shall  not  be  given  in  evidence  in  justifica- 
tion, yet  if  even  there  they  allow  the  slightest  vari- 
ance to  avail  in  exception  to  evidence,  surely  in  this 
free  country  a  still  greater  latitude  should  be  allowed* 
If  the  King,  armed  with  the  terrors  of  his  royal  prero- 
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Harris       gative,  and  jealous  of  his  dignity,  ^vfaen  he  arraignd 

Lawrence  ct  aL  ^^^  Subjects  for  libelling  his  sacred  majesty,  allows 

"^        by  law  the  subject  the  privilege  of  taking  exceptions 

to  any  variance  suffered  by  the  niistake  of  his  attor- 

ney-general^  surely  a  republican  citizen  may  expect 

the  same  privilege. 

Mr.  Langdon  was  proceeding  to  shew  the  im- 
portance of  the  variances  excepted  to  in  the  de- 
murrer to  the  evidence ;  but  was  interrupted  by  the 
Court,  who  intimated  that  their  judgment  would  be 
against  the  admission  of  the  paper  offered  in  evi- 
dence. 

Fay  now  moved  to  amend  the  declaration,  to  make 
it  comport  with  the  libel  offered  in  evidence. 

On  trial  to  the      Latigdon  obtected.     The  amendment  prayed  for 

Juiy,  the  Court  ®  ^  i  .  i    .  \ 

will  on  motion  must  rcst  upou  our  Statute,  which  is  nearly  a  trans- 
darodon  ^  a-  cript  of  the  Several  statutes  of  jeofails  in  England. 
pa^^t  T°  Consequently  the  English  authorities  will  well  apply 
costs.  |.Q  shew  how  far  amendments  are  allowable.     The 

great  principle  of  amendment,  as  laid  down  in  the 
books,  is»  that  there  shall  be  something  on  record  to 
amend  by.  But  statutes  of  jeofail  never  were  de- 
signed to  encoui^e  or  aid  the  mistakes  of  counsel 
or  attomies.  Here  the  plaintiff  has  elected  his  mode 
to  declare,  and  must  be  bound  by  it.  There  is  no 
defect  in  the  proQess  pr  mode  of  bringing  the  action, 
and  the  declaration  is  apparently  good,  but  a  mere 
mistake  of  the  attorney  drafting  the  declaration  has 
intervened.  He  cited  Com,  Dig.  vol,  1.  p.  453. 479. 
iUid  proceeded — 


»r 
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The  present  motion  does  not  embrace  a  mere       Harris 
amendment,  such  as  is  contemplated  in  the  books,  Lawrence  etai 
but  in  fact  goes  to  alter  the  very  action  itself.     It  ""^ 
alters  the  whole  defence.     An  amendment  of  this 
pature  would  be  novel  in  the  decisions  of  the  Court. 
I  well  recollect,  that  some  tenns  since  the  Court  re- 
fused permission,  in  Rutland  County,  so  to  amend  a 
declaration,  as  among  several  general  to  insert  a  spe- 
cial count. 


•,  in  reply.     The  great  object  of  all  sta- 


tutes of  jeofails,  and  indeed  it  should  be  the  great 
object  of  Courts  of  Justice,  to  keep  parties  in  Court 
until  justice  be  rendered  to  them.  Our  statute  of 
jeofails  is  very  broad,  contemplating  all  possible  cases 
of  amendment  short  of  creating  a  new  action.  This 
very  liberal  act,  which  has  freed  justice  from  the 
shackles  of  ancient  techniae,  certainly  should  not  be 
limited  by  a  recurrence  to  those  very  principles  from 
which  it  was  designed  to  detach  judicial  proceedings, 
Mr.  Langdon^s  positions  go .  to  exclude  all  amend- 
ments. Here  neither  the  name  or  the  nature  of  the 
action  or  the  pleadings,  will  be  affected  by  the  pro- 
posed  amendment  In  England  we  dial!  shew  by 
the  books  their  Courts  have  gone  greater  lengths* 
Burr.  Rep.  vol.  2.  p.  755.  Alder  v.  Chip. 

Fay  likewise  here  read  the  case  of  Bonjteldy  qui 
taniy  V.  MUneTy  Burr.  Rep.  vol.  2.  p.  1098.  and  Jac. 
Law  Diet.  Tomlins^s  edit,  under  head  of  "  Amend'- 

ment.^^ 
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Hutu  The  Court  allowed  the  plaintiff  to  amend  under 

Lawrence  ct  ai.  rulc  to  pay  costs  to  defendants. 

The  amendment  was  made  instanter^  and  the  cause 
proceeded  to  the  Jurj^,  who  found  their  verdict  for 
the  plaintiff,  one  dollar  damages  and  his  costs. 

J)avid  Fay  and  -~— ,  for  plaintiff! 

Chauncey  Jjangdon,  for  defendants. 


Ebenezer  Harris,  Esquire, 

against 
Bio£i«ow  Laweekce  etaL 

In  M  v^*^  QUESTION  of  costs,  on  the  construction  of  the 
plaintiffs  reco-  97th  section  of  the  judiciary  act,  with  its  provisoes. 

ver    above  7 

doiian  in  the      This  was  ail  actiOQ  of  iTcspass  on  the  case  for  a 

Coanty  Court,  ,,-     ,         ^      -      ^  ^  -  . 

and  defendant  hbd.  At  the  Couut}'  Court,  general  issue  was  join-* 
pUiStiffs  ^reco-  ed  and  put  to  the  Jury,  who  returned  a  verdiet  Jar 
p^nJr  Court '  the  plaintif,  300  dollars  damages  and  costs.  Judg* 
h^^rhlu'taxTo  "^^^^  entered  up  acccwndingly.  Defendants  appealed; 
more  costs  thaQ  ^nd  now  at  this  term  cause  went  to  the  Jury  on  the 

damages.  ^ 

same  pleadings  as  in  the  Court  below,  who  found  a 
verdict  for  plaintiff,  on^  dollar  damages  and  his 
costs. 


David  Fay 9  forplaintiff,  moved  the  Court  for  full 
co^os. 
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• 

Chauncey  Langdon  objected,  and  grounded  his       Hurit 
objection  upon  what  he  conadered  a  correct  con-  Lawrence  etd. 
stniction  of  the  statute,  which  «iacts,  "  that  in  all  ^~^7Iurt: 
acticms  erf"  trespass  quare  clausum  Jregky  other  than  ^i-  ^'  ?•  ^ 
those  in  which  the  right  of  title  or  possession  of  any 
land,  tenements  or  hereditaments  shall  come  in  ques- 
tion, all  actions  of  the  case  Jar  slanderous  words,  all  ac* 
tions  of  assault  and  battery,  and  all  actions  of  impri- 
sonment hereafter  prosecuted  in  any  of  the  courts  of 
record  in  this  State,  if  the  damages  found  or  assessed 
by  the  Jury  do  not  surmount  the  sum  of  seven  dol- 
lars, the  Court  shall  allow  no  greater  costs  than  da<* 
mages. 

*'  Provided,    if  the  defendant  appeal  from  sta^ 
judgment,  or  review  the  cause,  and  final  judgment 
shall  be  rendered  for  the  appellee  or  reviewee,  he 
shall  recover  full  costs." 

The  proviso  eontrols  flie  preceding  section.  The 
words  "  stick  judgmenf^  ^pply  ^^  i^i  ^^  place  it  upon 
such  or  that  judgment  upon  which  the  appeal  or  re- 
view was  taken.  It  was  manifesdy  the  design  of  the 
Legisbtture  to  check  litigation.  If  the  plaintiff  re- 
covered  at  the  lower  Court  tmder  seven  dollars,  and 
defendant  appeals,  he  the  plaintiff,  upon  final  reco- 
very, shall  have  full  costs.  But  if  Ae  plaintiff  in  the 
lower  Court  recover  above  seven  dollars,  say  300 
dollars,  as  in  the  present  case,  the  defendant  does  not 
appear  litigious  in  his  appeal ;  therefore  in  such  case, 
tS  the  plaintiff  shall  recover  under  seven  dollars,  he 
•hall  have  no  more  costs  than  damages. 

~—  ■■■■>  for  the  plaintiff,  in  reply.  We  sub- 
mit our  construction  of  the  statute,  which  we  doubt 
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Hanii  not  wiH  be  found  correct.  If  the  suit  is  concluded  in 
Lawrence  ct  ai.  the  County  Court,  the  plaintiff  shall  recover  costs 
^■"""""""^  over  or  under  seven  dollars,  as  the  case  may  be ;  but 

if  defendant  will  appeal  or  review,  and  plaintiff  reco- 
ver again,  he  shall  be  entitled  to  full  costs.  The  pro- 
viso embraces  *  all  cases  in  which  the  defendant  ap- 
peals. Even  if  the  damages  are  under  seven  dollars, 
he  shall  recover  full  costs. 

Wo  ODBRIDGE,  Chief  Judge.  If  judgment  is  ren- 
dered below  for  seven  dollars  or  under,  and  defendant 
appeal,  and  plaintiff  again  recover,  let  the  sum  be 
what  it  may,  he  shall  have  full  costs.  But  if  the  first 
judgment  is  above  seven  dollars,  and  defendant  ap- 
peals, there  sha)l  be  no  more  costs  than  damages^ 
This  is  the  plain  language  of  the  statute. 

— —  ,  for  plaintiff.  Under  favour,  this  would 
be  a  very  extraordinary  co»3truction.  It  would  say 
to  the  plaintiff,  if  you  recover  a  first  judgment  of  only 
seven  dollars,  by  which  it  is  shewn  that  you  have  sus- 
tained but  a  small  injury,  and  defendant  appeals  upon 
the  recovery  of  ^ ven  a  small  sum  on  the  second  verdict, 
you  shall  have  full  costs.  But  if  you  have  shewn  by 
the  first  verdict  that  your  injury  has  been  great,  and 
have  recovered  a  large  sum  in  damages,  then  on  a 
^cond  recovery  you  shall  measure  your  costs  by 
your  damages* 

Fay.  Since  we  are  so  unfortunate  as  to  differ 
from  the  Court  in  our  construction  of  the  law,  we 
will  suggest,  that  we  do  not  consider  the  present  ac 
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tion  within  the  purview  of  the  statute,  which  includes       Harf k 
actions  for  slanderous  words  only.    This  action  is  for  Lavrence  et  ti 

a  libel.    There  is  here  a  wide  technical  distinction.      — — — • 

« 

Sedper  Curiam.  Let  no  more  costs  than  damages 
be  taxed. 


Gideon  Olin,  Esquire, 

against 

Nathaniel  Chiphan,  Esquire* 

(Reserved  Case.) 

ACTION  on  the  case  for  a  libel. 

This  was  an  action  for  writing  and  causing  to  be 
published  by  the  defendant,  of  and  concerning  the 
plaintiff,  in  the   Green  Mountain  Patriot,  a  paper 
printed  at  Peachuniy  a  libel  "  of  the  meaning  and  pur- 
port  JbUawingy  to  iw^"— "  Electioneering  Communi- 
cation*^*   The  paper  was  produced  containing  the 
supposed  libel,  and  proved  by  the  depositions  of 
Favrley  and  Goss,  &c.    By  the  same  evidence  it  was 
jwoved,  that  the  word  **  electioneering ,**  which  iff  the 
newspaper  produced  preceded  the  piece  charged  as  a 
'  libel,  was  not  part  of  the  writing  published,  but  was 
prefixed  by  the  printers  to  notify  to  the  reader  the 
subject  matter  of  the  piece.    This  was  objected  by 
defendant's .  counsel  as  a  variance.     It  was  further 
objected  by  said  counsel,  that  there  are  further  va-. 
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o^        nances  between  the  writing  oflfered  in  evidence  and 
ciiipinaa      the  declaration  in  this  case :  for  that  in  the  declaration 
~"^  it  is  ^^  the  national  government"  instead  of  "  o$ir  na- 
tional government,"  and  ^'  try-coloured^^  in  the  decla- 
ration in  two  words,  instead  of  ^*  tricolouredJ*^ 

On  exception  taken  by  defendant's  counsel  £ar 
these  variances,  it  is  ordered  by  the  Court  that  the 
trial  proceed,  and  the  paper  adduced  be  read  in  evi- 
dence to  the  Jury,  and  that  the  verdict  given  id  this 
cause  be  taken  subject  to  the  opinion  of  the  Court, 
whether  the  said  variances,  or  either  of  them,  are  in 
point  of  law  fatal  against  the  plaintiff,  or  if  the  same 
or  either  of  them  are  amendable. 

By  order  of  Court, 
Samuel  Rolrinson^  52d  Clerk. 

Verdict  for  plaintiff. 

The  reserved  points  were  ai^ed  this  term. 

NcOhamel  Chipman^  Esquire.  Here  are  two  poinW 
to  be  decided  in  the  reserved  case : 

First.  Are  the  variances,  or  any  of  them,  between 
tjie  libel  produced  by  the  plaintiff  in  evidence,  and 
his  declaration,  &tal  ?  Are  they,  or  any  of  them,  of 
such  importance  as  would  by  judgment  of  Court 
have  precluded  the  libel  in  the  newspaper  from  being 
read  in  evidence  ? 

Secondly.  If  such  variances,  or  any  of  them,  are 
fatal,  would  the  Court  have  permitted  the  plaintiff  so 
to  amend  his  declaration  as  would  have  suited  the 
mode  of  declaring  to  the  evidence  ? 
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Actions  of  this  nature  are  sfricti Juris.  Actions  of  OUn 
tort,  as  relative  to  plaintiff  and  defendant,  differ  from  Chipman.  - 
other  actions  as  respects  both.  Rules  relative  to 
such  actions  are  ancient,  and  any  person  who  brings 
such  action  is  supposed  to  be  conusant  of  them.  The 
defendant  is  as  well  entitled  to  see  that  the  plaintiff  is 
kept  within  rules,  as  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  his 
judgment  if  pursued  within  these  rules,  but  neither 
of  them  are  to  be  favoured. 

That  these  variances  are  fatal,  will  appear  from  a 
candid  view  of  the  doctrine  on  this  subject. 

There  are  two  modes  of  declaring  for  words  : 

First.  In  the  words.  Thus :  The  defendant  did 
falsely  speak,  utter  and  publish,  of  and  concerning  the 
plaintiff,  the  following  words,  to  wit,  You,  meaning 
the  plaintiff,  are  a  perjured  villain ;  in  which  mode 
the  precise  words  are  set  forth. 

Secondly.  By  the  sense.  That  is,  setting  forth 
the  substance  of  the  words,  thus :  The  defendant 
did  falsely  speak  and  publish  of  and  concerning  die 
plaintiff,  that  he  the  plaintiff  was  a  perjured  villain. 

So  there  are  two  modes  of  declaring  for  a  libel : 

First.    In  the  following  words. 
•    Secondly.  According  to  the  tenor  following. 

In  the  words.  Thus :  the  defendant  did  utter  and 
publish  of  and  concerning  the  plaintiff,  a  false,  defa- 
matory and  scandalous  libel,  in  the  following  words, 
to  wit,  It  is  hoped  that  the  freemen,  Sec.  relating  the 
words  precisely. 

By  the\ense.  That  is,  setting  forth  the  substance, 
that  the  defendant  did  falsely,  and  with  intent  to  de- 
fame the  plaintiff,  write,  utter  and  publish  in  writing, 
of  and  concerning  the  plaintiff,  that  he  the  plaintiff 

22 
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oiin  did,  on  the  16th  of  August^  with  a  number  of  other 
ChipTnmm  persons  from  Bennington^  &:c.  go  to  PcrwnaL,  and 
•'  assist  in  raising  what  they  falsely  called  a  liberty- 

pole,  &c. 

The  plaintifF  in  the  present  case  has  not  adopted 
either  of  these  modes.    "  In  the  words  of  the  mean* 
ing  and  purport  following,  to  wit,"  is  not  cotnmon 
English^  but  it  is  conjectured  by  what  has  been  said 
by  the  plaintiff's  counsel,  to  intend  the  declaring 
upon  the  sense.    In  this  mode  of  declaring,  it  ought 
to  be,  The  defendant  did,  among  other  things,  falsely, 
&c.  write,  utter,  &c,  because  if  the  piece  contains 
any  thing  that  does  not  relate  to  the  plaintiff,  it  will 
be  impertinent  to  introduce  it ;  but  to  say,  ad  effec- 
tum^  to  the  purport,  says  the  case  read  is  nought. 
Salkeld^s  Reports,  vol.  2.  p.  417.    The  reason  is,  the 
plaintiff  is  to  give  either  the  words  themselves  or  the 
substance  of  the  words.    In  the  latter  case,  the  plain- 
tiff need  not  regard  the  precise  mode  in  which  the 
words  are  addressed.    But  for  the  plaintijf  to  say  the 
words  are  of  such  an  import  or  such  a  meaning,  is 
to  assume  on  himself  the  province  of  the  Court,  that 
of  determining  the  construction  of  the  words.     He 
must  not  impose  on/he  Court  his  own  construction; 
but  give  the  words  either  literally  or  in  substance, 
and  leave  the  construction  to  the  Court.   If  the  plain* 
tiff  had  declared  in  words  of  the  meaning  and  purport 
following,  to  wit,  soine  constrained  construction  mig^t 
be  given  that  he  had  declared  upon  the  substance; 
but  his  using  the  definite  article  "  M^,"  nails  him  to 
the  precise  words.    **  In  the  words,^*   Here  he  de- 
clares in  hac  verba.    What  fq^lows  of  the  meaning 
and  purport  following  only  shews  the  constructiop  he 
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puts  upon  the  precise  words,  to  which  by  his  mode        oua 
of  declaring  he  is  restricted ;  which  construction  it  has     Chtpman. 
been  shewn  he  has  no  right  to  put.  - 

If  then  the  declaration  is  upon  the  words,  surely  at 
first  blush  the  variances  are  fatal.  But  conceding 
that  ^  in  the  words  of  the  meaning  and  purport  follow- 
ing'  is  declaring  upon  the  sensey  we  say,  that  the  in- 
sertioQ  of  the  w<xxl  '^  M^"  in  the  declaration  in  lieu 
of  *'  oi/r"  in  the  printed  paper,  has  altered  the  sense. 
Publishing  oi  the  plaintiff,  that  he  was  violently  op- 
posed  to  all  the  measures  of  our  national  government, 
would  be  readily  understood  to  mean  a  violent  oppo- 
^OQ  in  the  plaintiff  to  the  measures  of  the  govern- 
ment of  the  United  States;  but  not  so,  publishhig  of 
the  plaintiff  that  he .  was  violently  opposed  to  all  the 
measures  of  the  national  government    Here  the  par-  ^ 

tide  ^^  M^,"  though  definite,  must  refer  for  its  mean- 
ing to  some  former  member  of  the  sentence,  if  any 
such  exists.  In  a  former  member  of  this  sentence, 
the  French  are  spoken  of,  and  an  application  of  the 
expression  ^'  the  national  fftwemmenf^  to  the  aational  * 
government  of  France ^  would  be  natural 

These  variances  being  thus  proved  to  be  fatal,  it  is 
•now  to  be  ccmsidered,  are  they  ynendable  ? 

The  errors  of  parties  in  commc»i  actions  are  to  I;^ 
remedied)  but  not  here.  The  law  never  favours  ac- 
tions of  thia  nature.  We  anticipate  that  principal  re- 
Eance  wiU  be  had  upon  our  statute  of  jeofails ;  but 
the  imperfections  and  defects  mentioned  therein  relate 
to  the  forms  of  pleading,  not  to  the  substance.  But 
allowing  the  statute  its  greatest  latitude,  if  you  plead 
a  bad  plea  you  C£um^  amend  by  substituting  another 
in  its  stead.    There  is  an  action  of  conspinicy»  and  ^ 
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Oiin         another  in  the  nature  of  a  writ  of  conspiracy. 
ci^pm&fi.      actions  are  substantially  different.    Should  plaintiff 

""■"""^"^  declare  in  one,  no  one  would  contend  that  tfie  Court 

would  allow  a  party  to  amend  by  substituting  the 
other.  The  statute  applies  to  any  defect  of  fcxm, 
want  of  form,  or  imperfection  in  form.  All  these  shall 
be  overlooked,  except  in  cases  of  special  demurrer. 
But  here  is  no  defect  of  form,  want  of  form,  or  imper- 
*  fection  in  form.  I'he  declaration  was  good  in  itself^ 
it  remains  good,  but  the  evidence  adduced  will  not 
support  it.  This  is  not  therefore  a  want  oijbmt  in 
the  declaration,  but  want  oi  power,  therefore  not 
amendable  by  the  Court.  If  authority  to  amend 
cannot  be  derived  from  our  statute  of  jeofails,  and 

•  any  other  autlK>rity  of  this  nature  exists,  we  shall 

wait   patiently  whilst  the  counsel  for  the  plaintiff 
produce  it. 

Israel  Smith,  for  the  plaintiff*  We  consider  that  • 
the  declaration,  as  it  now  stands,  counts  upon  the 
'  libel  ia  substance.  *'  In  the  words  of  the  meaning 
and  purport  ibllowing,  to  wit,'  must  intend,  not  the 
precise  words,  but  viords  in  sense  and  substance, 
words  of  the  meaning;;  that  is,  words  of  the  purport.  | 
of  those  set  forth  in  die  libel  stated  in  the  declaration. 
We  shall  not  dwell  on  this  point.  Certainly  it  is  un- 
worthy of  elaborate  investigation,  especMally  as  our 
client  has  another  point  in  the  case  reserved  to  rest 
upon,  froln  which  we  cannot  be  shaken!  Let  the 
present  declaration  be  as  it  may,  a  recurrence  to  our 
statute  of  jeofails  would  place  the  subject  beyond  all 
controversy.  If  there  be  a  defect  in  the  mode,  the 
Court  have  power,  nay,  are  compelled  by  the  statute, 
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to  rectify  such  defect,  upon  such  c<:»iditions  as  they        oun 
may  by  their  rules  prescribe.    The  statute  declares,      Cbipman. 
"that  no  summons,  writ,  declaration,  return,  process,  T^^j^^T'stlT 
judgment,  or  other  proceeding  in  civil  causes,  in  any  ^^^^^'  P-  ^^• 
of  the  Courts  in  this  State,  shaU  be  abated,  arrested, 
quashed  or  reversed,  for  any  defect  or  want  of  form ; 
but  the  said  Courts  respectively  shall  proceed  and 
give  judgment  according  to  the  right  of  the  case  and 
matters  in  law,  as  shall  appear  unto  them  without  re- 
garding any  imperfections,  defects,  or  want  of  form, 
in  such  writ,  declaration,  or  other  pleadings,  return, 
process,  judgment,  or  course  of  proceedings  whatso- 
ever ;  except  those  only  in  case  of  demurrer,  which 
the  party  demurring  shall  specially  set  down  and  ex- 
press, together  with  his  demurrer  as  the  cause  thereof. 
And  the  said  Courts  may,  by  virtue  of  this  act,  from 
time  to  time  amend  all  and  every  such  imperfections, 
defects,  and  want  of  form,  other  than  those  only  which 
the  party  demurring  shall  express  as  aforesaid,  and     * 
•may  at  any  time  admit  either  of  the  parties  to  amend 
any  defect  in  the  process  or  pleadings;  upon  such 
conditions  as  the  said  courts  respectively  shall  in  their 
discretion  by  their  rules  prescribe." 
> '    The  statute,  it  appears,  enal^es  the  Court  to  amend 
all  imperfections,  defects  and  want  of  form.     Not 
merely  to  supply  the  want  of  form,  but  to  rectify  im- 
perfections and  defects  as  well  as  want  of  form.     It  is 
manifest  by  these  various  expressions,  embracing 
nearly  the  whole  course  of  judicial  process  on  the 
civil  side,  the  Legislature  meant  to  empower  the 
Court  to  do  something  more  than  merely  to  rectify 
clerical  mistakes.    . 
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Olio  But  it  is  said,  that  the  object  of  the 

Chipnuu).     amendment  is  to  change  the  very  nature  of  the  ac* 
-  tion.    The  case  is  assimilated  to  an  action  for  a  con- 

spiracy,  and  an  action  in  the  nature  of  a  writ  of  am* 
piracy.  These  actions  are  said  to  substantially  dif- 
fer,  and  that  the  one  could  not  be  substituted  for  the 
other  by  any  latitude  of  amendment.  Be  it  so.  Does 
the  case  stated  apply  here  ?  Does  the  amendment 
from  the  precise  words  to  the  sense  make  a  new  ac- 
tion substantially  differing  from  the  former  ?  Doe* 
such  an  amendment  even  operate  a  surprise  upon  the 
defendant  ?  To  meet  the  declaration,  must  the  de* 
fendant  vary  his  plea,  evidence  or  defence  ?  Amend* 
ments  greater  than  that  now  contended  for,  and  to 
which  as  strong  objections  have  been  made,  have 
been  directed  in  this  Court*  In  debt  upon  bond,  the 
date  of  tlie  bond  misrecited,  the  Court  have  permitted 
to  amend,  and  the  defendant  has  been  estopped  from 
saying,  ^*  You  create  a  new  action ;  this  is  another  I 

bond:  the  declaration  is  now  good,  but  it  wants 
power :  the  defect  is  not  in  the  declaration,  bat  in 
your  evidence,  which  will  not  apply  to  it."  ' 

It  is  true  there  are  two  modes  of  declaring  on  libels 
laid  down  by  systematical  writers,  but  either  of  them 
may  be  indifferently  chosen ;  either  is  a  matter  of 
mere  form,  and  there  is  no  sound  reason  to  be  given 
why  one  should  be  preferred,  and  in  truth  there  are 
no  appropriate  words  which  conclusively  attach  to 
either ;  but  if  there  were,  the  defendant  should  have 
taken  advantage  by  special  demurrer ;  for  to  all  other\ 
imperfections,  defects,  &c.  our  statute  extends. 

BurrovPs  ReportSy  vol.  4.  p.  ^527.    The  King  v. 
TVilkcs.   This  case  shews,  upon  solemn  argument 
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and  ikcision ,  the  doctrine  of  amendment  as  established        om 
in  the  English  Courts.    That  all  such  amendments  as     cupnan. 
do  not  alter  and  make  a  different  process,  are  allowed,  " 

tvhilst  the  utmost  liberality  is  practised  in  the  English 
Courts.  Wc  doubt  not  that  here  the  Court  wiH 
decide, 

First.  That  the  declaration  now  stands  on  the  sub- 
stance, or,  if  some  trivial  imperfection  should  appear, 
the  Court  will,  in  the  words  of  the  statute,  give  judg- 
ment according  to  the  right  of  the  case,  without  re- 
garding any  such  imperfection,  defect,  or  want  of 
form.  But  if  there  are  such  defects  in  the  declara* 
tion  as  it  now  stands  as  would  be  fatal,  as  no  special 
demurrer  has  been  pleaded,  the  Court  will  decide, 
that  such  imperfections,  defects,  or  want  of  form, 
shall  be  amended  upon  such  condition  as  they  may 
under  their  rule  prescribe. 

Defendant,  in  reply.  As  the  counsel  for  the  plain, 
tiff  has  rather  attempted  to  evade  than  answer  our  ar- 
guments upon  the  first  point,  we  shall  rest  it  upon 
what  has  already  been  advanced. 

Upon  the  second  point,  tnuch  reliance  is  had  upon 
our  statute  of  jeofails.  An  attempt  is  made  to  extend 
the  purview  of  it  to  all  defects  excepting  those  spe- 
cially set  down  in  demurrer;  and  the  question  is  put, 
why  we  did  not  demur  in  this  case.  The  answer  is 
feady :  because  the  declaration  on  the  face  of  it  is 
good,  and  we  repeat  it,  is  a  perfect  declaration.  But 
the  plaintiff's  misfortune  is,  he  cannot  avail  himself 
of  evidence  which  will  comport  with  or  support  his 
declaration.  And  this  illustrates  the  true  doctrine  of 
amendment,  as  established  by  our  statute.  The  partj^ 
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oiin  may  have  leave  to  amend  any  defects,  imperfections, 
chipman.  &c.  or  want  of  form.  But  he  shall  not  be  permitted^ 
under  pretence  of  amendment,  to  vary,  much  more 
to  repeatedly  vary  his  declaration,*  so  as  to  comport 
with  his  own  evidence,  or  elude  the  defendant's  evi- 
dence or  defence.  Mr.  Smith  will  not  certainly  con* 
tend,  that  although  some  therefore  all  amendments 
may  be  made  under  the  statute.  It  is  certdn  there 
are  some  defects  not  amendable.  What  are  so,  will 
be  determined  by  the  Court. 

It  is  said,  here  is  no  new  action  created  by  any  pro- 
posed amendment.  The  defendant  came  prepared  to 
answer  such  action  as  the  plaintiff  might  bring.  If  he 
made  an  imperfect  declaration,  the  defendant  might 
demur  or  go  to  trial.  But  if  he  makes  a  perfect  de- 
claration,  defendant  cannot  demur,  and  plaintiff  has 
no  power,  by  any  amendments,  to  destroy  the  de- 
fendant's  rights. 

It  is  said  likewise,  there  are  no  appropriate  words 
to  express  one  mode  of  declaring  on  a  libel  more  than 
another.  In  Salkeld^s  Reports^  vol.  2.  p.  660,  661, 
we  find  appropriate  words  :  "  There  are  two  modes 
of  declaring  on  a  libel :  one,  secundum  tenorem  se- 
quitutj  or  cujus  tenor  sequitur :  the  other,  qu^e  sequi-  ) 
tur  in  his  Anglicanis  verbis  sequentibusJ*^ 

A  case  is  cited  from  Burrow^s  Reports^  R^x  v. 
fVilkes.  ThGTO  purport y  which  was  held  nought,  ^vas 
altered  to  tenor^  and  we  learn  from  that  case,  that  al* 
though  the  libel  w^s  inserted  verbatim^  yet  the  moot^ 


*  There  had  been  an  amendment  of  the  declaration  in  the 
County  Court, 
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that  is,  whether  tenor  or  substance^  was  not  specified         oim 
in  th^  introducticMi  or  caption,  and  one  or  the  other     ci.ipmMi. 
was  determined  to  be  indispensable.  But  in  that  case  " 

there  *was  no  changing  or  amending  from  one  mode 
to  the  other ;  but  from  no  mode  to  one  mode  for  pur- 
port was  declared  to  be  naught. 

It  is  said,  the  Jbnglish  authorities  authorise  amend- 
ments to  a  liberal  extent. 

To  comprehend  the  liberality  and  extent  of  their 
amendments,  it  will  be  necessary  to  attend  to  a  rule 
invariably  observed  in  their  practice,  that  all  amend- 
ments shall  be  made  while  the  cause  is  in  paper ^  and 
none  when  it  is  in  parchment.  It  is  weli  known  that 
the  English  original  writ  contains  no  declaration.  I'he 
plaintiff  files  his  declaration  in  a  proper  ofHce,  pre- 
vious to  the  term,  to  which  the  writ  is  returnable. 
Defendant  takes  a  certified  copy  of  tlie  declaration 
and  pleads.    In  this  situation  the  cause  is  said  to  be 

I  in  paper,  and  at  this  time  amendments  may  be  made ; 

'  nay,  the  plaintiff  may  supersede  the  whole  declara- 

tion, and  file  a  new  one  after  due  notice  to  the  de- 

I 

[  fendant,  and  here  the  great  and  liberal  latitude  to 

amendments  in  the  English  practice  is  given.  But 
when  the  cause  is  put  in  parchment,  that  is,  when 
the  writ  is  returned  with  the  declaration  into  Courts 
and  certain  practical  modes  have  passed,  the  whole 
becomes  part  of  the  record  of  the  Court,  and  no,  or 

^  at  least  very  rare  instances  of  any  amendment  ap- 

pear. 

k  The  present  cause,  after  an  amendment  and  trial 

at  the  lower  Court,  and  an  appeal  by  our  practice^ 
may  certainly  be  said  to  be  put  in  parchment. 

2S 


^"^  ^PtJ        '^  *"'  of  fk. 


^«;,f^:r  ^^"■^.^..^t  '"*'"»=»'  for  , 
■-.Sj'^i.  ^°''"' moved  ,„ 

5'""i, «/'"  "  «  lalk  «,      "'""ant  ot;.  . 
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Per  Curiam.    We  consider  the  State  Attorney's        state 
pterogative  of  entering  a  nolle  prosequi  to  be  suspend-       i.  s.  s. 
•d  whUe  the  cause  is  in  issue  to  the  Jury*    He  cannot  -——-—• 
then  enter  without  leave  of  Court. 

The  defence  here  is  ample  and  honourable  to  the 
accused.  He  is  entitled  to  a  verdict.  Let  the  trial 
proceed. 

The  Jury  returned  a  verdict  of  rum  cuL  and  de- 
fendant was  discharged. 

David  Fay^  for  the  State. 
fioyall  Tyler  J  for  defendant 


Abel  Allis,  Appellant, 

against 

William  BeadlBi  Appellee. 

ACTION  on  promissory  note.    Indorsee  v.  in-     The  originii 

files     of     the 
GOrser.  County   Court, 

Plaintiff  offered  in  evidence  the  original  files  of  the  ^rtificate  '^'^ac- 
County  Court,  on  several  pieces  of  paper  in  the  action  ^^*"]^rmit. 
heretofore  brought  by  the  indorsee  against  the  drawer  ?®*^  yJ^I^*^ 
of  the  note,  accompanied  with  a  certificate  by  the 
Clerk  of  the  County  Court,  certifying  a  minute  of 
the  judgment  in  favour  of  the  drawer. 

objected,  that  certified  copies  of  the 


mitire  record  ought  to  have  beeo  produced,  contaui- 
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AUis        ing  an  exemplification  of  the  whole  process  and  judg* 


V. 

Beadle.       meat. 


Per  Curiam.  It  is  a  very  bad  practice  by  the  Clerk 
of  the  County  Court  to  send  his  original  files  and  mi- 
nutes into  this  Court,  and  may  be  attended  with  ma- 
nifest inconveniences.  Here  it  was  probably  intend- 
ed to  save  time,  as  it  is  probable  the  Clerk  had  not 
made  up  his  records  of  the  last  term  so  as  to  embrace 
tlie  cause.  But  as  the  originals  are  manifesdy  of 
greater  import  than  the  copies,  and  as  they  are  in  this 
Court,  the  Court  will  not  inquire  how  they  came 
here,  but  will  proceed  upon  them. 

Let  the  files  of  the  County  Court,  with  the  certifi- 
cate  of  the  judgment  accompanying  them,  be  read  in 
evidence. 


^ 


Stats  against  S.  S. 

THIS  was  an  indictment  contra  formam  statuti, 
for  sending  a  written  challenge  to  fight  a  duel. 

Upon  demurrer  to  the  indictment,  the  principsd 

exception  inter  alia  was  tliat  die  indictment  would 

rermont  Stat,    not  He  upon  the  act  for  the  punishment  of  certain 

vol;  1.  p.  ;»a5.  jj^f^j-j^j.  crimes  and  misdemeanors,   passed  March 

4th,  A.  D.  1797. 

By  the  Court.    The  2 1st  section  of  the  act  enacts, 
-*'  that  if  any  person  sliall  in  any  manner  disturb  or 
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break  the  peace  by  tumultuous  and  offensive  car-        state 
riage;  by  threatening,  quarrelling,  challenging^  as-         s.  9. 
saulting,  beating  or  striking  any  other  person ;  the  An  indictment 
person  or  persons  so  ofiending  shall  be  liable,"  &c.  ^"^ttciTl^S-  * 
The  word  ehallenmnsc^  taken  in  connection  with  the  lenj^e  to  6ght 

Q     o'      ^  a  duel  wiU  not 

whole  sentence,  cannot  intend  a  written  challenge,  lie    upon   the 

•v..  .  1  *•    !•  t  •  ■         1  •  1       31st  section  of 

The  various  modes  of  disturbing  or  breaking  the  the  act  for  the 
peace  noticed  in  the  statute,  are  manifestly  those  of  certain"infcrior 
verbal  abuse  and  personal  outrage.  This  Court  would  5^;^^^"^"^'"^ 
be  desirous  of  giving  all  legal  countenance  to  a  pro-  ^^^j^^^ 
secution  of  this  nature.  The  deplorable  consequences ' 
of  duelling  recently  exhibited  in  neighbouring  States 
call  loudly  for  the  interference  of  the  Legislature  to 
check  the  very  propensities  to  this  irrational  practice 
in  the  outset.    But  in  the  honest  ardour  to  suppress 
crime,  we  must  not,  as  a  Court,  give  an  unwarranted 
€onstruction  to  the  statute. 


Indictment  quashed.* 


Fay^  for  the  State. 
Tyler ^  for  defendant. 


^^ 


*  During  their  October  session,  immediately  subsequent  to 
this  decision,  the  Legislature  passed  an  act  to  prevent  duel- 
ling, in  which  they  sentenced  the  survivor,  where  death  ensues 
in  a  duel,  to  death  as  in  cases  of  murder ;  and  where  death  is 
not  the  consecpience,  the  act  subjects  the  principals,  seconds, 
or  bearer  of  any  challenge,  to  a  fine  of  one  thousand  and  not 
less  than  five  hundred  dollars,  and  incapacitates  them  for  ever 
from  holding  any  office  of  honour  or  profit,  or  of  enjoying  the 
privileges  of  freemen  within  the  State.  Vermont  Sut.  vol.  I. 
*p.  367. 
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WINDSOR  COUNTY,  AUGUST  TERM, 

A.  D.  1801. 


ENOCH  WOODBRIDGE,  Chief  Judge. 
NOAH  SMITH^  Assistant  Judge. 


Andrew  Culver,  Appellee, 

against 
Moses  Barnet,  Appellant. 


Where  the  ACTION  oti  the  Case.  Plaintiff  declared,  fliat 
daregon  aspe-  at  Weathcrsfieldy  fF'indsor  County  J  on  the  4th  ofJanu- 
and  has  other  ort/y  1796,  in  Consideration  that  he  the  said  Andreiv 
n^y^hadandre^  Culvcr  then  and  there  paid  to  the  said  Moses  Barnet 
wirk'^'ancf  la'  ^^^  shillings  lawful  moncy,  to  his  the  said  Bamet's 
boup  done,  in  fuU  satisfaction,  he  the  said  Barnet  sold  to  the  said 

hit  declaration,  ' 

if  the  special  Ctilver  all  the  timber  then  lying  on  the  Ground,  with 

count    on    de-  ^      ^  &  > 

miirrer  is  ruled  insufficient ;  on  non  assumpsit  pleaded  to  the  general  countSi  be  may  not 
j^ive  thespecial  contract  ia evidence uoder  the  generil counts. 


t. 
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six  standing  trees  on  the  southern  part  of  Lot  No.  46,  Culver 
in  the  fourth  division  of  lots  in  said  fFeat/iersfield^  Bamct 
meaning  and  intending,  as  the  plaintiff  avers,  that  "^■"■"■"-— "" 
part  of  said  lot,  which  lies  south  of  part  of  the  same 
lot  then  owned  by  the  said  Culver j  of  which  southern 
part  of  said  lot  the  said  Bamet  then  and  there,  for 
the  consideration  aforesaid,  promised  the  said  Culver 
that  he  should  have  full  and  free  liberty  to  take  all  of 
said  timber  at  any  time  when  he  the  said  Culver  should 
choose,  and  also  that  he  the  said  Culver  i\iO\x\d,  have  full 
and  free  liberty  to  clear  passways  necessary  for  the  re- 
moving said  timber,  he  the  said  Culver  not  destroy- 
ing any  other  valuable  timber ;  yet  the  said  Culver 
hath  not  had  full  and  free  liberty  to  take  said  timber, 
but  after  he  the  said  Culver^  relying  on  the  promise 
of  the  said  Bamet  in  this  particular,  had  been  at  great 
trouble  and  expense  in  building  bridges  and  clearing 
passways  to  enable  him  the  said  Culver  to  remove 
the  said  timber  from  the  land  on  which  it  then  was 
to  his  the  said  Culverts  saw-mill  in  said  JFeathers- 
Jieldy  and  in  cutting  said  timber  and  preparing  the 
same  to  be  removed,  and  thereby  had  rendered  the 
said  timber  of  great  value,  one  Josiah  Fisher  and  one 
John  fFilliams^  who  were  the  legal  owners  of  the,  said 
southern  part  of  the  said  lot,  forbad  and  prohibited 
the  said  Culver  from  taking  the  said  timber,  to  wit,  at 
JFeathersJield  aforesaid,  on  the  20th  of  November^ 
1797,  of  which  die  said  Barnet  there  afterwards  the 
same  day  had  due  notice,  and  thereby  became  liable 
to  pay  to  the  said  Culver  the  value  of  the  said  timber 
so  rendered  valuable  by  the  said  proceedings  of  the 
said  Culver y  and  being  so  liable,  then  and  there  pro- 
mised, S^c,  ad  damnum  J  &c. 


t 
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Cuivef  There  was 

Baract.  A  second  count  for  money  had  and  received  to  tbe 

^'       plaintiff's  use ; 

A  third  for  work  and  labour  done. 
At  the  last  term,  defendant  demurred  to  the  first 
€bunt,  and  pleaded  non  assumpsit  to  the  second  and 
third;  at  which  term  plaintiff  joined  iu  demurrer,  and 
to  the  general  issue.  The  demurrer  was  then  argued, 
and  the  Court  decided  that  thejfr^^  count  in  the  plain* 
tiff's  declaration  is  insufficient*  And  now  at  this 
term  the  general  issue  was  put  to  the  Jury. 

The  counsel  for  the  plaintiff  now  offered  the  fol- 
lowing written  contract  in  evidence  in  support  of  the 
second  and  third  counts : 

"  Whereas  Andrew  Cither,  of  Weathersfield,  has 
*  this  day  ptfrchased  of  me  the  subscriber  all  the  tim- 

ber now  lying  on  the  ground,  with  six  standing  dry- 
trees  on  the  southern  part  of  Lot  No.  46.  in  the  fourth 
division  of  lots  in  the  town  of  Weathersfield,  this  is 
to  give  him  full  and  free  liberty  to  take  off  said  tim- 
ber at  any  time  when  he  thinks  fit,  with  liberty  to 
clear  passways  necessary  for  removing  said  timbcir^ 
he  not  destroying  any  other  valuable  timber^ 

"  Given  under  my  hand  ^  Weather sjield  this  fourth 
Ascy  oi  January^  1796. 

"  Moses  Bamet.^^ 

Counsel  for  defendant.  We  object  to  this  paper, 
said  by  the  counsel  for  the  plaintiff  to  be  a  contract, 
being  read  in  evidence  in  support  of  the  counts  notr 
to  be  considered  under  the  general  issue. 


\ 
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If  the  contents  of  this  paper  display  any  thing  of  CuKer 
the  similitude  of  a  contract,  it  is  a  special  contract.  Bamet 
The  two  counts  now  in  issue  are  general.    A  special  " 

contract  can  never  be  shewn  in  support  of  a  general 
indebitatus  assumpsit.  ^' 

Counsel  for  the  plaintiff.  The  paper  offered  in  evi- 
'  dence  is  a  mere  link  in  the  cluun  of  evidence.     It 

shews  a  contract  of  some  nature.  It  was  at  least  an 
inducement  for  Culver  to  go  to  work,  and  raised,  in 
conjunction  with  parol  evidence,  proving  that  labour 
was  done  in  pursuance  of  the  contract  ready  to  be  iV. 

produced,  a  promise  by  Bamet  to  pay  an  equitable 
consideration  for  such  labour. 

\  Defendant's  counsel.     This  thing  said  at  one  time  ^        | 

to  be  a  contract,  and  at  another  a  mere  lliducement  ^  '--  ^ 

f  to  a  contract,  whatever  it  is,  was  expressly  stated  in 

'■  the  first  count  of  the  plaintiff's  declaration,  to  which 

r  there  was  a  demurrer,  and  the  Court  decided  in  fa-  <      * 


,  ronr  of  the  demurrant.     The  first  count  is  no  longer 
m  esse ;  and  now  it  is  wished  to  introduce  this  de-  i 

Ibnct  corpse  of  a  special  contract  as  evidence  in  sup- 
port <^  general  counts. 


« % 


4 


Per  Curiam.  The  action  now  stands  on  the  two 
kst  counts.  The  paper  offered  in  evidence  shews  a 
special  contract.  It  cannot  be  read  in  evidence  in 
support  of  either  of  the  general  counts.  To  support 
general  counts  for  work  and  labour  done,  Stc.  plain- 
tiff  must  shew  it  was  done  at  the  special  instance  and 
request  of  the  defendant,  or  for  his  benefit.    This  { 

paper  goes  to  shew  a  special  contract  to  permit  the 
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•Jkimmtim^^^t^mm 


CuiTer       cutdng  and  removing  of  certsun  trees  and  timber  i 
Barnet       and  the  gist  of  the  action,  as  stated  in  the  first  counl^ 
is  the  obstruction  in  removing  them.    This  surely 
cannot  apply  to  either  of  the  counts.    The  paper  can- 
not be  read  to  the  Jury. 

Titus  Hutchinson^  for  plaintiff. 
Charles  Marshy  for  defendant* 


A  present; 

ENOCH  WOODBRIDGE,  Chief  Judge. 
^    *  AOAH  SMITH,  5  ^ 


i 


I 


.    Dakici.  DeW£V| 
Assignee  of  the  %eriff  of  Windsor  County, 

^     against 
Jacob  BRADBtrRir. 


If  a  bond  be      THE  plaintiff  declared  in  debt  upon  a  gad  bond. 

^  executed  joint-  *^  r  o  ? 

*",      ly  and  severaUy  jointly  and  Severally  made  and  executed  l^y  defendant 

an  alteration  is  and  One  Sohmon  Strongy  since  deceased,  to  the  she- 

'-J  *     S^  coHlcnt  o^  "ff  of  fTindsor  County,  and  by  him  asdgned  to  the 

/  *  Jlwfn'^the^abl  plaiutiffj  Conditioned,  in  the  usual  form,  thatJiw»A 

*    thii^  ^Ind^li'  ^^<^buryy  a  prisoner  for  debt,  should  not  depart  the 

Uaf  a'S  n\^\.  liberties  of  the  prison ;  dated  1st  Jult/y  1800. 

tiire  of  the  third      Plea,  non  cstfuctunu    Issue  joined  and  put  to  the 

be   er:^d    by   _ 
the  obllfeee  OP  JUry. 

I         out  tie  consent      And  now  the  plaintiff  offered  a  bond  ia  evidence, 
the*  btiftd^'^M  ^^  P^^^  P^  of  which  rc^itcd^^  that  Solomon  Strongs 

void. 


f 
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Jedediah  Strongs  aiid  Jacob  Bradburt/j'^htld  them-       i>ew«y 
selves  firmly  bound  and  obliged,  &c.  »adbury. 

The  execution  of  the  bond  by  these  three  obligors 
was  proved  by  Daniel  Shorty  one  of  the  subscribing 
w^itnesses*  1'he  signature  and  seal  of  Jedediah  Strong 
did  not  appear  on  the  bond.  ^ 

Charles  Marshy  for  defendant,  objected,  that  the 
bond  offered  in  *  evidence,    and  proved  by  Daniel 

am 

Shorty  is  not  tlie  same  bond  declared  upon. 

Nathaniel  Chipmany  for  the  plainflff,  now  stated, 
thiat  the  bond  was  originally  made  by  Solomon  Strongs 
Jedediah  Strongy  and  Jacob  Bradburtfy  but  soon  after 
the  execution  of  it  an  immaterial  defect  was  disco- 
vered in  the  bond,  sciRcety  Jacob  Bradbury  was  set 
forth  as  being  commoiant  in  Hartford.  This  defect 
was  rectified  by  erasing  Hartjbrdy  and  inserting  IRrt* 
land.  This  was  effected  in  the  absence  of  Jedediah 
Strongs  but  the  two  other  obligors  were  present;  and 
consented  to  the  alteratiosi ;  and  he  contended  tliajtSf 
the  bond  was  still  good  against  them,  although 
afterwards  the  erasure  of  the  signature'  and  seal  of  • 
Jedediah  Strong  was  made, 

Charles  Marsh.     All  that  the  plaintiff  attempts  to 
prove  is,  that  the  alteration  was  made  with  the  con-    . 
sent  of  the  two  remaining  obligors;  but  that,  when  " 
they  gave  their  consent,  the  seal  and  signature  of  Je- 
dediah Strong  still  remained.-*  It  does  not  appear  that 
they  ever  gave  any  consent  to  the  erasure  of  tljg  name        * 
and  seal  of  their  co-obligor,  nor  would  they.    This    • 


« 
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Dew^       cannot  therefore  amount  to  a  new  acceptance  ai 

Bradbury,     livcfj^  %  Solomon  Strong  and  J€tcob  Bradbury. 


*  Nathamel  Chipman.      The   bond  became  void. 

When  altered  it  became  no  bond,  but  depended  upon 
^  the  subsequent  act  of  the  two  individuals  to  render  it 

qtUgatory.    So  in  case  where  bond  is  given  jointly 
and  severally  by  ten  obligors :  it  is  altered;  five  con- 
sent and  five  refuse  to  consent  to  die  alteration,  and 
make  a  new  deliver}'.     It  would  hold  against  tboae 
five  who  consented.  Each  is  bound  by  his  individual 
act.     If  they  Ijjid  picked  up  an  old  bond  signed  by 
^  three  others,  not  parties  to  their  contract,  and  then 
executed  it,  would  any  one  contend  that  they  might 
,^    not,  after  the  execution,  have  cut  off  the  immaterial 
,:  names  ?  They  might  have  been  Indian  names,,  and 

as  accidentally  there  as  the  wax.    The  plaintiff,  or  ra- 
>  thir  his  assignor  die  sheriff,  might  have  had  incor- 

rect ideas  upon  the  subject.  But  whatever  they  might 
have  thought,  after  the  alteration  the  name  of  Jede^ 
.diah  Strong  was  mere  surplusage.     It  might  have 
^  looked  like  forgery  to  see  it  there,  but  it  was  no 

^  longer  Jeded^ah  Strong^s  bond.    By  the  alteration  it 
became  as  to  him  a  mer^  nullity. 

•     r 

^  Charles  Marsh.     We  wish  to  be  informed  if  the 

'a 

object  of  the  proffered  evidence  is  merely  to  shew 

^  that  Solomon  Strong  and  Jacob  Bradbury  consented 

to  the  alteration  of  the  bond  so  far  as  relates  to  the 

changing  flie  names  of  ,the  towns.    If  so,  we  will  n«t 

^        contend. 


V 


« 
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Nnihaniel  Chipman.    We  expect  to  prove  that  the       Dewey 
transaction  between  the  assignor  of  the  plaintiff  and     Bradbury, 
the  defendant  and  Solomon  Strongs  after  the  altera-  -— *— — 
tion,  amounted  to  an  actual  redelivery  and  accept* 
ance  of  the  bond. 

Taylor^  a  witness,  sworn.    I  was  present  when  the       x 
alteration  was  made.     A  defect  as  to  the  town  of 
Hartford  vfZA  discovered.    Hartford  vfhs  erased  and 
Hartland  put  in  its  place,  by  one  Turner^  a  constable.  , 
Solomon  Strong  and  Jacob  Bradbury  were  present, 

consented  to  the  alteration,  and  said  diat  the  bond 

•t 

should  be  taken  as  good,  and  no  advantage  taken« 
Jcdediah  Strong  was  not  present,  nor  was  any  men* 
ti(Hi  made  of  his  name.  t     9 

AdamSy  a  witness  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  tes- 
tified, that  he  was  present  at  the  alteration.  Soloihon 
Strong  and  Jacob  Bradbury  said  they  accepted  the 
bond  as  good.  Turner  said  he  would  get  Jedediah 
Strong  to  consent  to  the  alteration. 

Charles  Marsh.    We  now  renew  our"  objection  to  5 
the  bond  being  read  in  evidence.     An  immaterial 
alteration  by  a  stranger  does  not  destroy  a  bond; 
but  when  ever  so  immaterial  an  alteration  is  made  by 
the  obligee,  it  does  destroy  it.     Here  tlie  alteration 
was  made  by  Turner^  the  officer,  a  mere  stranger  to  * 
die  contract,  and  the  alteration  was  immaterial  so  the 
bond  did  not  become  a  new  bond,  as  contended  for. 
The  whole  drift  of  the  testimony  shews,  ^that  ^1  the 
consent  of  Solomon  Strong  and  Jacob  Bradbury  went     « 
merely  to  their  taking  no  advantage  ofirthe  alteration. 


•    9 
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Devcy       not  to  acccpt  the  bond  as  a  new  and  separate  thing. 
Bradbupjr.      It  IS  manifest  they  meant  it  merely  as  a  consent  to  the 
^  alteration,  but  not  to  accept  the  bond  as  a  binding  in- 

strument upon  themselves  separately  from  Jedediah 
Strong. 

Nathaniel  Chipman.  The  question,  as  now  put  to 
the  Court,  is  a  matter  properly  in  pais^  to  wit,  whe- 
ther  the  evidence  goes  to  prove  a  second  delivery.  It 
is  not  now  a  question  whether  the  bond  was  nullified 
or  not  by  the  alteration.  It  is  sufficient  that  the  par- 
ties esteemed  it  so  at  that  time ;  and  the  proper  ques- 
tion to  the  Jury  is,  whether  what  was  done  by  the  two 
made  the  bond  binding  upon  them. 

Charles  Marsh.     The  gentleman  is  endeavouring 
to  steal  a  law  point  from  the  Court,  and  give  it  to  the 
Jury.    This  is  merely  a  point  of  law  for  the  sole  de- 
*•  cision  of  the  Court.     It  must  be  agreed  that  an  im- 

material alteration  by  a  stranger  cannot  vitiate  a  bond, 
"  and  all  questions  of  erasures,  &c.  belong  properly  to 
^      t  ^  the  Court 

Smith,  Jud^.  This  appears  to  be  a  transaction 
well  understood  by  the  parties,  and  I  think  they  ought 

to  be  bound  by  it. 

« 

^  *      Hall,  Judge.    I  am  of  a  different  opinion.    The 

'  bond  was  ^tered ;  two  consented ;  the  third  not  pre- 

sent.   The  parties,  it  appears  by  the  testimony  of 
Taylor^  never  understood  more  than  a  consent  to  the 
#     alteration ;  and  here  appears  a  new  bond  by  the  era^ 


» 
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sure  of  Jededhh  Strong's  _  sienature  and  seal.    I  am       Dewey 
not  for  admitting  this  bond  to  be  read  in  evidence*  Bradbuiy. 

WooDBRiDGE,  Chief  Judge.  I  agree  with  Judge 
Hall,  l^he  two  obligors  never  consented  to  more 
than  the  mere  alteration  of  the  bond.  It  is  manifest, 
from  the-  testimony  of  Adamsj  a  consultetion  with 
Jedediah  Strong  upon  the  subject  was  contemplated. 
The  officer  said  he  would  endeavour  to  obtain  hi$ 
consent.  The  bond  cannot  be  read  in  evidence.  If 
people  will  destroy  their  own  securities,  the  Court 
cannot  help  them. 

On  motion  of  plaintiff,  the  papers  were  taken  from 
the  Jury,  and  the  cause  continued  to  the  next  ternii     t 
when  plaintiff  was  nonsuited.  v 

Nathaniel  Cfdpman^  for  plaintiff. 
Charles  Marshy  for  defendant. 


John  Doe,  exdem.  Martha  Wentworth, 

against 
Elijah  Strong  and  John  Strong,  Tenants. 

THIS  was  an  action  of  ejectment,  wjierein  the 
l^ihtiff  demanded  the  possession  of  500  acres  of 
land  in  Bridgwater,  being  the  late  Governor  of  New- 
Hamp^re*s  right,  as  by  the  charter  issued  appears, 
lying  in  the  north-east  cornenof  said  t^wn. 


.    » 
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Doe 

Strong^. 


YermaiA  Stat 
«iL  3. 9. 317. 


A  skenif's  re- 
Kirn  of  a  ven* 
due  sale  for  the 
noihpayTnent  of 
what  IS ..  com- 
nonly  called 
Ae  ten  shillings 
tax,  is  iUtgal  if 
be  states  that 
he  has  located 
more  land  in 
any  one  section 
•f  a  township 
than  that  quan- 
tity &r  which 
the  lowest  bid- 
der offered  to 
pay  the  tax  on 
that  particular 
section. 


Common  rule  entered ;  lease,  entry  and  ouster  con- 
fessed, and  agreement  to  insist  onlj  (mi  the  title.  Ge- 
neral issue  tendered,  joined,  and  put  to  the  Jury. 

Defendants  conceded  the  title  in  the  plaintiff  until 
the  year  1781,  and  that  they  were  in  possession  of  the 
premises  demanded. 

Daniel  Buck^  for  defendants.  We  shall  shew,  that 
an  the  year  1781,  the  town  of  Bridgwater  was  held 
in  common  among  the  proprietors  under  the  charter; 
that  by  act  of  the  Le^slature  a  State  tax,  commonly 
called  the  ten  shillings  tax,  was  granted  the  same 
year.  In  pursuance  of  this  act,  the  land  was  legally 
sold  at  public  vendue ;  and  our  clients  hold  ia  fee 
under  this  sale. 

We  shall  first  shew  a  warrant  issued  by  the  Trea* 
surer  of  the  State,  directing  the  sheriff  of  fFindsor 
County  to  vend  the  lands  in  BridgvHiter  for  the  non- 
payment of  the  tax,  with  the  return  on  the  warrant; 
attested  by  the  sheriff,  and  recorded  in  the  County 
Clerk's  office,  which  the  act  declares  shall  make  a 
good  title  to  the  purchaser,  to  the  exclusion  of  aU 
other  claims. 

Charles  Marsh.  We  object  to  the  return  of  the 
sheriff  being  read  to  the  Jury.  It  is  not  warranted  by 
the  act,  and  therefore  illegal.  By  his  return  it  ap- 
pears,  that  the  sheriff  set  up  for  sale  seven  hundred 
acres  of  land,  including  the  Govemc^'s  right,  for  the 
payment  of  the  taxes  due  on  said  seven  hundred 
acres.  A  person  being  the  lowest  bidder,  offered  by 
his  bid  to  pay  the  taxes  on  this  quantity  of  land  for 
fifty  acres.    The  sheriff  set  off  to  him  fifty  acres  ill 
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1h&  iKHth-east  oorncr  of  the  town,  beii^  the  nofflt- 

east  corner  of  the  Governor's  right.    He  then  set  up       strong. 

for  sale  a  second  seven  hundred  acres,  and  a  person  """^ 

bidding  to  pay  the  taxes  on  this  quantity  of  land  for 

fifty  acres^  be  set  off  another  fifty  acres  of  land  within 

the  Governor's  right,  next  adjoining  and  parallel  with 

the  former  fifty  acres ;  and  so  toties  quoties  until  he 

had  sold  and  absorbed  the  whole  Governor's  right. 

The  tide  set  up  by  the  defendants  is  derived  from 

these  transactions* 

Daniel  Farrand^  on  the  same  side.  We  shall  con* 
lend  that  the  Governor  of  Aetv-Hampshire^s  rights 
in  the  towns  in  this  State,  granted  by  the  government 
of  that  then  Province,  are  held  in  severalty  from  the 
other  charter  proprietors;  that  tliis  mode  of  sale 
would  go  to  sacrifice  the  whole  of  the  Goverhor's 
right  for  the  non-payment  of  the  taxes  assessed  on 
the  whole  township* 

£uck.  The  township  of  Bridgewater  ivas  not 
holden  in  severalty  at  the  time  of  the  sheriff's  sale. 
No  part  of  it  was  thus  holden.  The  sheriff  had  there- 
fore  a  legal  right  to  locate  in  such  part  of  the  town- 
ship as  he  judged  expedient,  such  quantities  and  par- 
cels of  land  as  were  severally  sold  for  the  non-pay- 
ment of  taxes  on  such  proporticms  as  were  set  up  for 
sale.  There  could  no  injury  result  from  it  to  the  pro- 
prietors, as  it  would  be  only  taking  so  much  land 
irom  the  common  stock.  Indeed  it  mi^  be  more 
coavenient  for  the  propictors  to  have  all  such  parcels 
of  land  located  together^  as  the  locating  such  parcels 
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Boft  of  land  indiscriminately  in  various  parte  of  the  tamk^ 
Strong.  ship,  might  much  perplex  a  future  proprietary  divi* 
sion.  But  it  is  said  with  peculiar  ooofidence,  that 
the  Governor's  right  was  holden  in  several^*  If 
this  was  the  case^  we  concede  the  sheriff's  proceed* 
ings  are  void ;  and  we  are  willing  here  to  rest  the  ar- 
gument, that  if  the  Governor's  right  was  hdden  in 
^veralty,  the  sheriff's  sale  is  bad.  But  we  call  upon 
the  defendants  for  proof  of  severalty  by  division^  lo- 
cation, or  other  circumstances  usually  accompanying 
ft  severalty. 

Farrand.  The  severalty  of  the  GoverncMr's  ri^it 
had  taken  place  by  the  charter.  Reference  in  tha 
body  of  it  is  made  to  a  plsm  of  the  town  indorsed^ 
which  plan  describes  the  outluies  of  the  township  of 
Bridgewater^  and  delineates  a  plot  of  five  hundred 
acres  for  tlie  Governor's  right  in  the  north-east  cor- 
ner of  the  town,  where  the  Governor's  right,  it  is  pe- 
remptorily declared  by  the  charter,  shall  be  located* 
Benning  JVentworth^  Governor  of  New-Hampshire^ 
grantee  of  the  Governor's  right,  could  take  his  land 
in  no  other  part  of  the  town. 

The  proceedings  of  the  sheriff,  as  exhibited  by  his 
return,  went  to  submit  the  Governor's  right  to  pay 
the  whole  taxes  of  the  town.  The  regular  mode 
would  have  been,  first  to  have  set  up  the  Governor's 
right  for  sale,  and  then  located  within  it  such  parcel 
of  land  as  the  lowest  bidder  was  willing  to  accept,  Sor^ 
the  payment  of  the  taxes  assessed  upon  it ;  then  to 
have  exposed  to  sale  some  other  quantity  and  parcel 
of  land  within  the  township  held  by  the  proprietory  m 
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common,  and  located  mthin  the  parcel  exposed  to        <>«« 
sale,  such  quantity  of  acres  as  another  bidder  might       strong. 
by  his  bid  be  wiliing  to  receive,  and  respond  the  taxes 
upon  it ;  and  so  on  until  the  whole  town  was  exposed 
to  sale. 

Buck.  Upon  further  investigation  of  the  act  it  ap- 
pears,  that  the  plaintiff's  right  of  action  as  against  the 
feoflfees  uncfer  the  sheriff's  sale,  is  taken  away.  The 
7th  section  enacts,  "  And  lest  injustice  be  done  to  any  Vermont  stat. 
person,  by  having  more  of  his  land  sold  than  enough  221. 
to  amount  to  his  rate  or  proportion  of  the  tax,  be  it 
further  enacted,  that  if  any  person  shall  have  more  of 
his  land  sold  than  his  proportion,  he  shall  have  a  right 
of  action  and  recovery  against  the  person  or  persons 
who  are  delinquents  with  him,  either  in  whole  or  in 
part,  for  their  }Hioportion,  according  to  their  interest 
of  the  value  of  the  land  so  sold  according  to  the  ap* 
praisal  of  indiflerent  men  at  the  time  of  such  reco-* 
very." 

It  appears  the  Legislature  contemplated  this  very 
case.  If  the  plaintiff  had  more  of  her  land  sold  than 
enough  to  amount  to  her  rate  or  proportion  of  the  tax, 
she  has  a  right  of  action  and  recovery  against  the 
other  proprietors.  This  we  contend  has  tolled  her 
entry  and  barred  her  action  of  ejectment. 

Farrand.  If  the  gentleman  had  investigated  a 
Bttle  further,  he  would  have  discovered,  that  the  7th 
section  speaks  no  such  language  as  may  be  conjec- 
tured from  a  superficial  view  of  it,  but  that  it  goes  to 
enforce  the  construction  we  contend  for. 
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t><m  The  person  who  has  more  of  his  lands  sold 

Strong.  enough  to  amount  to  his  rate  or  proportion  of  the 
"""""^  tax,  is  one  who  holds  undivided  or  unsevered  lands 
in  common  with  others,  and  his  action  lies  against 
those  who  are  delinquent  with  him^  that  is,  ^;ainst 
those  who  are  tenants  in  common  with  him,  not 
against  him  or  her  who  holds  land  in  severalty. 

the  late  Go-      By  the  Court.    The  Governor's  right  in  the  New^ 

vernor  of  Ntn- 

Mampthire'9  Hampshire  charters  has  been  considered  as  located 

reserved  to  him  by  every  judgment  of  this  Court  where  this  point  has 

cLrtcw!^  w^  been  made^  for  fifteen  years  past.    It  is  by  the  char- 

M*  hoiden^^ln  ^^''  severed  and  not  holden  in  common  with  the  lands 

common    with  ^f  the  Other  proprietors. 

the  other  pro-  *       *^ 

prietors  of  the      But  if  the  Governor's  rieht  lay  in  common,  and 

the    respective  . 

townshipi.        the  sheriff  could  proceed  in  the  mode  exhibited  by 

his  return  on  the  Treasurer's  warrant  by  connivance 
with  the  purchasers,  he  might  select  and  vend  all  the 
best  land  in  the  township. 

The  true  construction  of  the  act  is,  that  in  towns 
where  proprietary  real  property  is  found,  or  \\  here 
lands  are  held  in  common,  the  sheriff*  may  expose 
such  lands  to  sale  in  such  proportions  as  he  might 
judge  expedient.  The  Court  consider,  however,  that 
as  the  present  act  granted  a  tax  of  ten  shilhngs  on 
each  hundred  acres,  not  more  than  one  hundred  acres 
ought  to  have  been  put  up  for  sale  at  one  time.  When 
the  sheriif  had  thus  exposed  to  sale  a  section  of  the 
lands  held  in  common,  such  part  as  was  actually  sold 
should  have  been  located  within  the  limits  of  the  tract 
exposed  to  sale  at  that  time.  What  remained  should 
have  been  also  exposed  to  sale  in  sections,  and  every 
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parcel  sold  located  within  that  which  passed  under        i>oe 
At  sheriff's  mallet.    The  sheriff's  return  cannot  be       stit>ngr. 
«dmitted  in  eridence.  — ^—i 

Verdict  for  the  plaintiff. 

Ihniet  Farrand  and  Charles  Marshy  for  plaintiff. 
Daniel  Bu^k^  for  defendant. 


ioaii  Dos,  ex  dem.  Pejletiah  Sekgiant, 

Reviewer, 

against 

Ephraim  Adahs,  Tenant,  Reviewee. 

EJECTJSiENT.     In  the  trial  of  the  issue  to  the  iftbedeponevt 

«  it  personally 

JUiy.  present    in 

Court,  his  dft. 

position  cannot 

Daniel  Buck,  for  defendant,  offered  to  read  the  ^  »«^ 
deposition  of  Lemuel  Sergeant^  which  had  been  used 
in  a  former  trial  of  this  cause  in  this  Court* 

Amasa  Paine,  for  plaintiff,  objected  to  the  deposi- 
tion being  now  read,  stating  that  the  deponent  was 
personally  in  Court 

•  Buck  insisted  that  the  deposition  should  be  read, 

f  and  observed,  that  the  deponent,  when  the  deposition 

was  taken,  was  beyond  the  process  of  the  Court.  His 

ilient  had  &iled  in  repeated  endeavours  to  persuade 
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Doe        faim  to  appear  personally  in  Court    That  he  wa^ 
Adaini.      HOW  brought  by  the  j^ntiff  upon  an  insidious  de- 
^  sign  to  compel  his  client,  the  defendant,  to  produce 

,  him  as  a  witness,  and  thus  preclude  him  from  im- 
peaching his  testimony. 

Sedper  Curiam.  If  the  deponent  is  in  Court,  his 
deposition  cannot  be  read.  Let  the  witness  be 
sworn. 

jimasa  Paine,  for  plaintiff. 
Daniel  Buck,  for  defendant 


PRESENT, 

EJVOCH  WOODBRIDGEy  Chief  Judgt. 
NOAH  SMITH,  Mnstant  Judge, 


Mills  Olcott, 
Administrator  of  Timothy  Olcott, 

against 
Samuel  Morey. 

Sailor  tJS^"^"      PLAINTIFF  declared  in  case  for  several  sums 
estate  repre-     duc  to  the  intestate  in  his  life-time* 

sented  insol- 

actioi!*"th?dr-      First  count.    General  indebitatus  assumpsit  in  the 
fendant    shaU  sum,  of  2,000  doUars,  for  goods,  wares  and  merchan- 

not  be  estopped    ,.  ,  ,  . 

from  pleading  disc  sold  and  delivered. 

counter    de- 
mands in  set-off,  because  he  has  exhibited  those  demands  befbie  tho  fm«mitfifenftft 
whether  such  demiuids  have  been  allowed  or  dtMliowed  by  them. 
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Second  count.   200dolfaui6y  money  laid  oul  and       ofcou 

expended.  Morey. 

Third  count.   2^000  dollars,  money  had  and  re-  — — 
ceivedi 

To  these  counts  general  issue  was  pleaded  and 
joined. 

Defendant  then  pleaded  as  a  set-c^,  several  sums, 
by  eight  counts  in  his  declaration. 

First  count.  For  40/.  lawful  money,  due  on  liqui- 
dated account,  July  18th,  1791. 

Second  count.  General  indebitatus  assumpsit  for 
720  dols.  60  cts.  money  laid  out  and  expended. 

Third  count.  Quantum  meruit  forwcnrk,  labour 
and  service  done,  same  sum. 

Fourth  count.  On  promissory  note  payable  on  de« 
mand,  dated  4th  January ^  179S,  for  500/.  lawful 
money. 

The  fifth  and  sixth  counts,  for  two  other  notes  of 
die  same  tenor  and  date. 

Seventh  count.  On  promissory  note,  dated  24th 
of  Marchj  1794,  payable  sixty  days  after  date,  for 
660  dollars. 

Eighth  count.  On  a  receipt  dated  1st  Jprily  1792, 
in  which  the  intestate  acknowledged  the  receipt  of 
several  deeds  of  land,  conveying  as  follows,  to  wit : 

One  proprietary  right  of  land  in  the  town  of  Lewis. 

Nine  rights  of  land  in  the  town  of  Lincoln. 

One  ditto  in  the  town  of  Orange. 

One  ditto  in  Peacham. 

And  1,200  acres  of  land  in  Fairlee^  and  which  he 
was  to  dispose  of  and  account  for  in  partnership,  or 
return  said  deeds ;  innuendo^  meaning  that  said  Timo- 
thy shoidd  dispose  (rf  said  lands  in  reasonable  time. 
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and  account  and  pay  to  the  said  Samuel  Morey 
half  of  the  avails  thereof,  or  return  said  deeds  to 
Samuel  on  demand.  Then  an  averment  that  the 
intestate  had  disposed  of  said  lands  for  the  amount  of 
6,000  dollars,  and  ought  to  have  paid  one  moietjr, 
fee- 
To  these  several  counts  in  offset  the  general  issue 
was  tendered  and  joined. 

And  the  administrator,  according  to  the  form,  force 
and  effect  of  the  statute  in  such  case  made  and  pro* 
vided,  hereby  gives  notice  to  the  adverse  party,  that 
under  the  above  issue  he  shall  rely  on  and  give  in 
evidence  the  following  special  matters,  to  wit :. 

That  on  the  18th  day  of  July.  1796,  the  estate  of 
the  said  Timothy  Olcott  (there  not  being  suffident 
estate  to  pay  the  just  debts  due)  was,  agreeably  to  die 
statute  in  such  case  made  and  provided,  by  the  admi- 
nistrator represented  as  insolvent  to  fTtlliam  Perry^ 
Esquire,  Judge  of  the  probate  of  wills  for  the  District 
of  Hartford;  and  on  the  same  day  last  aforesaid  the 
said  Judge  did  appoint  Paul  Brigham^  Ebenezer 
Judd  and  Ebenezer  Brawn^  Esquires,  commissioners 
to  examine  into  the  claims  of  the  creditors  to  the  said 
estate,  and  did  then  and  there  issue  to  the  said  com- 
missioners  a  commission  of  that  date,  authorising  the 
said  Brighamy  Judd  and  Brown  to  examine  into  the 
claims  against  said  estate,  and  to  make  return  of  their 
doings  thereon,  in  nine  months  from  the  said  18th  day 
of  July ;  and  the  said  Paul  Brigham  and  Ebenezer 
Browny  two  of  the  said  commissioners  above  named^ 
having  been  duly  sworn  to  the  true  and  faithful  per- 
formance  of  their  trust,  did  proceed  to  appoint  ttmea 
and  places  to  sit  and  examine  into  the  claims  against 
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said  estate ;  and  did  publish  the  same  ^reeably  to  the       oioott 
aet  iQ  auch  case  made  and  provided:  and  the  said       Mowy. 
Mrigham  and  Brown^  commissioners  as  aforesaud,  — — — 
did,  at  the  several  times  and  places  by  them  appoint- 
ed^  proceed  to  examine  into  the  claims  against  said 
estate,  aiid  did  allow  such  claims  on  the  same  to  the 
amomit  of  3,4752/1  14tf.  Sd  lawful  money ;  and  on  the 
17th  day  ofAprily  1797,  the  said  Brigham  md  Brmvrty 
commissioners  as  aforesaid,  did  make  their  return 
and  report  to  said  Judge  of  probate,  stating  the  said 
several  claims  and  the  amount  to  the  sum  aforesaid, 
and  the  said  return  and  report  was  then  and  there  ac- 
cepted by  said  Judge  of  probate,  and  a  record  thereof 
in  his  probate-office  made  according  to  law :  and  the 
said  IFilHam  Perry ^  Judge  of  the  probate  of  wills  as 
aforesaid,  on  the  said  18th  day  of  July j  at  the  request 
^f  the  said  administrator,  did  also  appoint  the  said 
Brigham^  Judd^  and  Brawrij  being  judicious  and  dis- 
interested freeholders,  appraisers  to  appraise  the  estate 
of  the  said  Timothy  Okottj  and  to  make  an  inventory 
thereof,  and  to  make  return  of  their  domgs  thereon 
by  the  1st  day  of  October  then  next :  and  afterwards, 
on  Ae  9th  day  oi  November ^  1796,  the  time  for  the 
making  said  appraisal  and  inventory  was  extended  to 
the  1st  day  of  January  then  next ;  and  the  said  ad- 
ministrates* did,  between  the  said  18th  day  of  July 
and  the  said  1st  day  of  January^  by  them  the  said 
Paid  Brigham  and  Ebenezer  Brown^  two  of  the  ap- 
praisers aforesaid,  duly  sworn  according  to  law,  cause 
a  true  and  perfect  inventory  of  all  the  estate  both  real 
and  personal  of  the  intestate,  which  came  within  his 
knowledge  to  be  made ;  and  the  said  appraisers  did 
iwrentory  and  appraise  the  said  estate  at  the  sum  of 
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oicott        1,106/.  3s.  2d.  bwful  money,  an  attested  copy  o€ 

Morey.       which  Said  appraisal  and  inventory  were,  on  the  6th 

— """""""^   day  of  December^  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  1 796,  re- 

turned  to  said  Judge  of  probate,  by  him  accepted, 
and  in  his  office  recorded  ;  and  a  like  attested  copy 
now  remains  with  the  said  administrator ;  all  which 
proceedings  of  the  said  Court  of  Probate,  by  the  re- 
cords thereof,  here  ready  in  Court  to  be  shewn,  may 
more  fully  appear ;  whereby  said  estate  appears  to 
have  been  and  to  be  insolvent^  and  not  sufficient  for 
the  payment  of  the  just  claims  so  allowed  by  said 
commissioners.  And  the  administrator  further  says, 
that  the  said  estate  is  not  now  so  far  settled  and  ad- 
justed, as  that  it  can  be  determined  what  dividend 
can  be  made  for  the  satisfaction  in  part  of  the  claims 
so  by  said  commissioners  allowed,  nor  halh  the  said 
Judge  of  probate  made  any  decree  or  order  directing 
the  said  administrator  to  pay  the  debts  due  from  said 
estate,  or  any  proportion  thereof. 

Signed  by  tlie  plaintiff's  attorney. 

The  cause  now  went  to  the  Jury.  Exception  was 
taken  by  the  defendant's  counsel  to  the  subject  mat- 
ter of  the  notice  being  proved  to  the  Jury.  After 
some  argument,  from  an  intimation  by  the  Court, 
the  parties  entered  the  following  agreement  on  the 
record  : 
,  It  is  agreed  between  the  parties,  that  the  %'erdict  of 

the  Jury  shall  be  taken  under  a  reserved  case,  of 
which  the  above  notice  shall  be  considered  as  part. 
And  further, 

That  one  promissory  note  given  by  the  intestate  to 
the  said  Samuel  Morey y  dated  4th  oi  February ,  1793, 
for  tlie  sum  of  500/.  lawful  money,  with  interest  pay- 
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able  on  demand,  the  whole  contents  625/.  wluch  has       okott 
been  alknved  by  said  commissioners.  Moray. 

Also  one  other  note  given  by  the  intestate  as  afore-  — — — 
said,  dated  March  24th,  ]  794,  for  660  dollars,  with 
interest  payable  in  two  months  after  date,  the  whole 
contents  790  dols.  97  cts.  allowed  by  said  commis- 
sioners, and  a  receipt  for  nine  rights  of  land  in  JLtn- 
eolfij  valued  by  agreement  at  ten  pounds  each,  one 
right  in  Lewis  at  twelve  pounds,  one  in  Peacham  at 
thirty  pounds,  with  four  years  interest  on  the  whole, 
allowed  by  the  said  commissioners. 

And  the  two  following  promissory  notes,  given  by 
the  intestate  to  the  said  Morey,  and  disallowed  by  the 
said  commissioners,  to  wit,  a  promissory  note,  dated 
February  4th,  1793,  for  the  sum  of  500/.  lawful  mo- 
ney, with  interest,  payable  the  l^toi  January^  1794, 
and  another  promissory  note  for  the  same  sum  and  of 
equal  date,  payable  the  1st  January ^  1795,  should  be 
given  in  evidence  to  the  Jury,  and  that  a  verdict  shall 
be  taken  in  said  cause,  subject  to  the  order  and  deci- 
sion of  the  Court,  on  the  law  arising  from  the  above 
case  and  facts. 

Signed  by  the  counsel  for  each  party. 

The  Jury  found  a  verdict  for  the  defendant  Morey, 
to  recover  of  the  plaintiif,  in  his  capacity  of  adminis- 
trator, the  sum  of  7,695  dols.  97  cts.  being  the  sum 
that  the  intestate  was  in  arrear  to  the  defendant. 

And  now,  at  the  after  sittings  of  the  same  term, 
the  reserved  case  was  argued  and  decided. 

There  were  two  points  made  which  were  argued 
in  the  nature  of  a  demurrer  to  the  evidence  advanced 
in  support  of  the  counts  in  the  set-off: 
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oieott  First.  Whether  a  claim  exhibited  before  the  ooift* 

Morey.       iKiissioners,  on  an  estate  represented  insolvent,  and 

'  allowed  by  them,  can  be  aften^^ards  counted  upon  in 

offset  to  an  action  commenced  by  administrator  for 

the  recovery  of  a  claim  in  favour  of  the  estate. 

Secondly,  which  was  the  principal  point,  whether 
a  claim  exhibited  as  aforesaid  to  the  commissioners, 
and  by  them  disallowedy  can  be  afterwards  counted 
upon  in  such  offset. 

The  counsel  for  the  plaintiff  read  the  following  sec* 
Vermont  Stat,   tious  from  the  act  for  the  probate  of  wills,  and  settle- 

vol.  1     pw  152,  ^  -   .  -,     -m^         M 

153, 154,  155,  ment  of  testate  and  mtestate  estates,  passed  March 
156,  m,  jQ^j^^  ^^g^  .^  sections  82,  83,  84,  85,  86.  with  pro- 
viso, and  sections  ^  88,  89.  and  from  these  sections 
they  contended,  that  when  an  estate  of  an  intestate 
was  by  the  administrator  represented  as  insolvent  to 
die  Judge  of  probate,  and  he  had  appointed  commis- 
sioners to  receive,  examine  and  adjust  the  claims  of 
creditors.  Whilst  the  right  to  prosecute  for  the  re- 
cover}-  of  the  debts  due  to  the  estate  remained  in  the 
administrator,  the  usual  process  in  the  common  law 


*  No  question  appears  to  have  been  made,  whether  the  act 
passed  March  8th,  1787,  operated  in  this  case.  This  act  was 
repealed  by  a  general  repealing  act,  passed  J^'ovcmber  lOth, 
1797,  and  went  into  effect  the  1st  Sefitember^  1798,  and  in  sec- 
tion 3.  enacts,  <*  That  the  aforesaid  repealed  acts  or  laws  shall 
be  in  full  force  as  to  all  matters  and  things  done  or  transacted 
durinj!^  their  existence,  to  which  they  relate  to  all  intents  and 
purposes  as  thouf^h  this  act  had  not  been  passed/'  But  it  may 
be  questioned  whether  a  recurrence  to  this  act  would  have  va* 
ricd  the  dccisien. 
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courts  was  suspended  as  to  the  creditors ;  for  that       <^>cott 
section  86.  declares,  ^'  that  no  action  against  any  exe-       Morejr. 
cutor  or  administrator  of  any  insolvent  estate  shall  be  "~~"""""~~ 
sustained  except  for  debts  due  to  the  State,  debts  due 
for  rates  or  taxes,  last  sickness  and  funeral  charges ; 
unless  the  executor  or  administrator,  having  objec* 
tion  to  the  claim  on  which  the  action  is  brought,  con* 
sents  to  have  the  same  settled  by  course  of  law." 

Section  89.  "  That  all  actions  brought  against  any 
executor  or  administrator,  before  any  estate  is  repre- 
sented insolvent,  shall,  when  such  estate  is  found  to 
be  insolvent,  be  discontinued,  unless  the  executor  or 
administrator  consent  to  have  a  trial  at  law,  as  before 
directed  in  this  act." 

That  though  the  rights  of  the  creditor  are  diverted 
to  another  channel,  yet  they  are  not  abridged ;  for 
section  84.  provides,  "  That  if  any  creditor  shall  ex- 
hibit his  claim  or  demand  against  such  estate  so  re- 
presented as  aforesaid  to  the  commissioners  as  before 
mentioned,  and  the  said  commissioners  shall  disallow 
it  wholly  or  in  part ;  such  creditor  conceiving  himself 
aggrieved  by  the  judgment  and  determination  of  the 
commissioners,  may,  at  the  time  such  commissioners 
shall  make  report  and  return  to  the  Judge  as  before 
mentioned,  or  within  twenty  days  afterwards,  if  such 
demand  so  disallowed,  in  the  whole  amounted  to 
twenty  dollars,  or  if  the  sum  allowed  by  the  commis- 
sioners of  any  demand  exhibited  be  twenty  dollars 
less  than  the  sum  demanded,  appeal  from  the  judg- 
ment and  determination  of  the  commissioners  to  the 
Supreme  Court  next  to  be  holden  in  the  same  Coun- 
ty, whether  the  same  be  a  stated  or  adjourned  session 
of'said  Court,  signifying  to  the  Judge  in  writing  such 
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oic<Ht  his  desire,  and  filing  in  the  probate  office  a  declaraldoa 
Morey.  of  his  demand  against  such  estate,  drawn  up  with  the 
same  legal  certainty  as  is  required  in  prosecuting  de* 
mands  in  the  courts  of  law.  And  the  Judge  shaft 
cause  the  executor  or  administrator  to  be  served  with 
a  copy  of  such  declaration,  and  of  the  appeal  made  by 
such  creditor,  at  least  twelve  days  before  the  sitting 
of  such  Court,  if  there  shall  be  so  many  days  between 
the  time  of  filing  such  declaration,  and  the  time  of 
the  session  of  such  Court,  and  if  there  shall  not  be  so 
long  a-  time,  then  the  copy  aforesaid  shall  be  served 
as  soon  as  may  be,  and  the  creditor  may,  at  the  Court 
to  which  the  appeal  is  made,  on  the  first  day  of  the 
sitting  of  said  Court,  enter  his  action  as  plaintiff 
against  the  executor  or  administrator,  and  shall  pro- 
duce an  attested  copy  of  such  his  declaration,  and  a 
certificate  from  the  Judge  of  probate  that  notice  hath 
issued  to  the  executor  or  administrator  thereon ;  and 
upon  such  declaration  such  pleadings  may  be  had 
and  the  matter  issued  in  the  same  way  and  manner  as 
though  such  action  had  been  commenced  in  the  ordi- 
nary and  usual  way,  and  had  been  entered  in  said 
Supreme  Court  by  way  of  appeal  from  the  County 
Court." 

Here  the  creditor's  right  to  the  opinion  of  tlm 
Court  is  secured,  and  his  right  to  trial  by  Jury  is  not 
taken  away.  To  shew  the  intention  of  the  Legisla- 
ture still  further,  the  same  section  provides,  *'  that 
the  Supreme  Court  shall  certify  to  the  Judge  of  pro- 
bate the  judgment  they  shall  give  thereon." 

This  Court  is  to  issue  no  execution  on  the  judg- 
ment, except  for  costs ;  but  the  judgment  is  to  be 
Considered  only  as  rectifying  or  affirming  the  pro- 
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oeedings  of  the  commissioners  under  the  Probate       oieott 

V. 

Court.     Every  thing  relative  to  the  claims -of  credi-       Morley. 
tors  to  an  insolvent  estate,  is  to  be  kept  distinctly  —— — 
within  the  process  of  the  Probate  Court. 

Further,  in  the  proviso  to  the  86th  section,  an  ac- 
tion is  expressly  i^iven  to  the  creditor  against  the  ad> 
ministrator  for  tlie  proportion  of  the  insolvent  estate 
to  which  he  is  entitled  by  the  report  of  the  commis- 
sioners after  the  expiration  of  a  certain  time  allowed 
by  the  Judge  of  probate ;  and  the  result  of  the  judg- 
ment in  favour  of  the  creditor  is  to  be  an  execution 
de  6onis  propriisy  and  this  is  the  only  action  contem- 
plated by  the  statute  for  the  creditor  to  have. 

From  whence  they  inferred,  that  the  creditor  could 
not  bring  his  claims  against  an  insolvent  estate, 
though  allowed  by  the  commissioners,  into  this  Court 
in  the  usual  course  of  process,  or,  as  the  statute  ex- 
presses it,  "  by  course  of  law." 

But  if  they  M^ere  incorrect  in  this  view  of  the  sta- 
tute  upon  the  second  point  made  on  the  case  reserved, 
the  statute  provisions  will  be  too  plain  to  admit  of 
doubt. 

The  creditor  is  not  only  estopped  from  exhibiting 
in  set-off  such  claims  as  were  disidlowed  bv  the  com- 
missioners»  but  by  a  clause  in  the  84th  section,  ^^  if 
tiiie  creditor  shall  fail  to  enter  his  action  in  manner 
and  season  as  before  directed,  his  demands  shall  be 
for  ever  barred." 

To  shew  further  the  intention  of  the  Legislature  to 
keep  the  creditor  to  an  insolvent  estate  strictly  within 
the  probate  process,  they  read  the  83d  section,  **  That 
all  demands  ^;ainst  any  estate  represented  insolvent 
as  aforesaid,    not  es^hibited  to  the  commissioners 
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Okott  within  the  time  limited  by  the  Judge  for  that  purpose^ 
Mwey.  shall  be  for  evej  barred ;  unless  the  creditor  or  cie- 
*~~— ■'~~"  ditors  can  find  some  estate  of  the  deceased  not  in- 
ventoried or  accounted  for  by  the  executor  or  ad- 
ministrator; in  which  case,  after  allowing  and  deduct- 
ing such  costs  and  charges  as  to  the  Judge  may  s^- 
pear  reasonable,  if  the  estate  so  found  be  suflBicieot, 
the  said  creditor  or  creditors  shall  first  receive  a  divi- 
dend so  as  to  make  him,  her,  or  them  equal  to  the 
other  creditors  of  said  estate,  if  there  be  so  much 
remaining  after  deducting  costs  as  aforesaid,  and 
the  overplus  (if  any  there  be)  shall  be  divided  in  due 
proportion  among  all  the  several  creditors  to  said 
estate." 

They  contended  further,  that  the  declaration  in 
set-off  is  to  all  intents  a  new  action,  contrived  merely 
to  avoid  the  expense  and  delay- of  mesne  process. 
That  anciently  opposite  claims,  which  could  not  be 
pleaded  under  the  same  action,  were  pursued  by  se- 
veral process  to  distinct  judgment,  and  the  party  who 
recovered  the  first  judgment  was  allowed  to  plead  it 
against  the  less  vigilant  party.  This  was  effected 
partly  by  the  common  law  practice,  but  principally 
by  the  regulations  of  successive  statutes.  But  the 
statute  declaration  of  set-off,  styled  rather  awkwardly 
in  our  code,  offset,  has  all  the  properties  and  every 
defence  which  can  be  made  to  a  new  and  independent 
action,  attaches  to  this  declaration.  The  party  de- 
daring  in  offset  is  therefore  estopped  from  saying, 
this  is  my  defence  to  the  plaintiff's  action,  and  Uius 
to  elude  those  wholesome  restrictions  of  the  law 
which  would  have  barred  his  right  of  action  if  he  had 
commenced  in  a  distinct  and  separate  suit.    The  de- 
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blaration  in  offset  does  not  become  a  defence,  until       oicott 
the  Jury  have  found  the  issue  in  favour  of  the  offset,       Morey. 
and  ascertained  the  damages.  Then  the  Jury,  by  vir-         .   ' 
tue  of  the  power  vested  in  them  by  the  statute,  apply 
these  damages  in  defence  against  the  demands  of  the 
plaintiff.     But  while  the  declaration  in   offset  is  in 
transitUy  it  is  subject  to  all  the  rules  of  pleading,  con- 
trolled by  all  restrictions  of  practice,  and  limited  by 
all  the  common  law  and  statute  bars,  as  effectually  as 
if  the  declaration  had  stood  on  the  files  as  pertaining 
to  an  original  suit. 

The  counsel  for  the  defendant  replied,  that  con- 
ceding that  upon  an  intestate  estate  being  represented 
insolvent,  that  the  statute  had  diverted  the  prosecu-^ 
tion  for  the  recovery  of  claims  of  creditors  from  the 
common  law  channel,  and  that  all  suits  depending  in 
the  Courts  of  law  were  to  be  discontinued;  yet  a  right 
was  reserved  to  the  administrator  to  litigate  any  claim 
in  the  usual  course  of  juridical  practice,  when  in  the 
words  of  the  statute,  **  he  consents  to  have  the  same 
settled  by  course  of  law. ^*  By  the  impetration  of  this 
writ  the  administrator  has  elected  to  have  this  credi- 
tor's claim  settled  by  course  of  law.  It  would  be  a 
monstrous  doctrine  to  conclude,  that  the  administra-' 
tor,  by  force  of  the  probate  act,  might  prosecute  and 
recover  the  claims  of  his  intestate  by  course  of  laWf, 
and  the  debtor  be  estopped  from  his  defence.  The 
power  of  the  commissioners  is  not  merely  to  receive 
and  examine,  but  to  adjust  the  claims  of  creditors. 
The  term  adjust  implies  a  power  in  the  commissioners 
to  examine  counter  claims^  and  to  adjust  the  balance 
between  the  estate  and  the  creditor.     A  case  mi^ht 

27 
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otcott        be  put,  perhaps  thb  very  case,  where  the  creditor 

mm 

Morey.       i^^y  ^^^^  exhibit^  his  claim,  the  administrator  may 
'  have  exhibited  a  counter  daim  on  the  part  of  the 

estate  represented  insolvent :  the  conmiissioners  may 
have  docked  both^  or  allowed  the  amount  of  each, 
and  finding  the  balance  equal,  may  on  this  account 
have  disallowed  the  claim  of  the  creditor ;  and  the 
parties  finding  there  was  nothing  due  to  either,  nei- 
,  ther  would  have  any   inducement  to  appeal*    But 

^ould  the  administrator  afterwards  institu^te  a  suit  on 
his  claim,  on  trial  shall  he  be  permitted  to  say  to  the 
creditor,  You  have  had  your  day  in  the  commis- 
siojiers'  court ;  your  claim  has  been  disallowed  by 
them;  you  waived  your  right  of  appeal;  you  are 
now  therefore  precluded  from  pleading  your  claim 
(however  honest,  and  tJiough  esteemed  such  by  the 
commissioners)  in  offset  against  mine  ?  The  statute^ 
certainly  is  not  pregnant  with  such  absurdity. 

This  will  apply  likewise  to  the  general  bar  in  sec- 
tion 83.  A  creditor  may  be  convinced  that  his  claim 
is  balanced  by  a  claim  on  the  part  of  the  insolvent 
estate.  He  therefore  omits  to  exhibit  his  claim  to 
the  commissioners.  If  afterwards  administrator  com* 
mcnces  a  suit  against  him,  shall  he  be  precluded  from 
pleading  his  own  claim  in  defence?  Shall  he  not 
shew  that  he  did  not  owe  the  intestate  any  thing  ? 

The  declaration  in  oflPset  is  not  in  the  nature  of  a 

separate  independent  action,  but  by  force  of  the  sta* 

tute  is  incorporated  into  the  action  to  which  it  is 

Vermont  sut    pleaded-    The  statute  provides,  "  that  if  the  plaintiff^ 

in  any  actiou  pending  before  any  Court  on  bond,  bill^ 
note,  or  other  contract,  sliall  be  indebted  to  the  dc- 
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fendant  in  such  action  ;  the  defendant,  after  pleading  oicott 
the  general  issue,  or  confessing  the  plaintiflfs  cause  Moroy. 
of  action,  miay  plead  an  offset  of  any  sum  or  sums  -— — — 
due  to  him  from  the  plaintiff  as  aforesaid,  which  plea 
shall  be  in  the  nature  of  a  declaration,  with  one  or 
more  counts  as  the  nature  of  the  case  may  require ; 
and  if  the  plaintiff  shall  plead  the  general  issue  to  any 
or  all  the  counts  in  the  defendant's  plea,  or  shall  con- 
fess the  cause  of  action  contained  in  jany  or  all  the 
counts  in  the  defendant's  plea,  he  may  in  like  man- 
ner plead  in  offset  any  sum  or  sums  due  to  him  from 
the  defendant  as  aforesaid ;  and  the  issue  and  plead- 
ings being  closed,  the  Jury  shall  be  directed  to  find 
generally  such  sum  or  sums  as  shall  be  found  in  ar- 
rear  from  either^  and  judgment  shall  be  rendered 
thereon  accordingly." 

Here  the  statute  declares,  that  defendant  may  plead 
in  offset,  that  is,  plead  in  defence  to  Ae  plaintiff's  de<> 
jclaration,  which  he  has  either  traversed  or  confessed, 
which  plea  shall  be  in  the  nature  of  a  declaration,  not 
a  new  declaration  independent  of  the  declaration  to 
which  it  is  pleaded ;  and  though  the  plea  is  in  the  na- 
ture of  a  declaration,  and  there  may  be  said  to  be  the 
semblance  of  a  second  declaration  in  the  cause,  and 
several  issues  may  be  put  to  the  same  Jury,  yet  they 
all,  by  force  of  the  statute,  converge  into  one  issue, 
resolvuig  into  such  sum  as  shall  be  found  in  arrear  to 
cither  party.  The  defendant  is  therefore  entided  to 
all  those  legal  advantages  which  would  accrue  to  him 
from  any  other  mode  of  defence. 

Provision  also  appears  to  bjB  made  by  the  statute 
for  the  plaintiff  in  his  turn  to  plead  in  offset.    Thi/si 
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x>icott        declaration,  according  to  the  doctrine  contended  for^ 
Morey.       wouJd  be  a  separate  action,  and  here  we  should  have 
'"*""**~'  three  independent  actions  embraced  in  one  recorA, 
This  is  too  absurd. 

The  Chief  Judge  delivered  the  opinicMi  of  the 
Court. 

The  Court  see  no  distinction  in  the  jM^sent  case 
between  claims  aUcnved  at  disallowed  by  the  com- 
missioners. 

If  the  administrator  elects  to  institute  a  suit  upon 
claims  in  favour  of  an  insolvent  estate,  the  adverse 
party  must  not  be  estopped  from  such  legal  defence 
as  would  have  been  available  in  case  the  commission 
of  insolvency  had  not  issued.  Even  the  general  bar, 
in  case  where  the  creditor  failed  to  exhibit  his  claim 
to  the  commissioners,  could  only  be  pleaded  to  an 
action  instituted  by  the  creditor,  and  could  not  be 
taken  advantage  of  by  the  administrator  under  the 
general  issue  in  offset  to  the  exclusion  of  the  de- 
fendant's defence. 

The  Court  consider  a  declaration  in  set-off,  not  as 
a  distinct  action,  but  merely  a  statute  provision  made 
in  aid  of  the  rules  of  practice,  which  might  not  allow 
the  subject  matter  of  it  to  be  shewn  in  evidence 
under  the  ordinary  issue  to  the  plaintifPs  declaration, 
consistently  with  the  techniae  of  pleading  and  prac^ 
tice.  It  is  in  its  nature  the  party's  defence,  of  which 
the  Court  will  not  suffer  him  to  be  deprived. 

Smith,  Judge.  Though  I  am  in  opinion  with  the 
Chief  Justice  in  supporting  the  vprdict,  yet  I  am  ra- 


'  » 
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ther  inclined  to  consider,*  that  the  exhibition  of  his       oicott 
claim  to  the  commissioners  of  an  insolvent  estate  is       Morey. 
necessary  to  the  taking  the  creditor  out  of  the  bar  in 
the  8Sd  section  of  the  statute. 

Verdict  of  the  Jury  affirmed. 


^ 


PRESENT, 
ENOCH  WOODBRIDGE,  Chief  Judge, 

NOAH  SMITHy  5 


Samuel  Udall,  Appellee, 
against 

William  Rice,  Sheriff  of  Windsor  County, 

Appellant. 

DECLARATION  for  taking  insufficient  bail.  a  sheriff  miui 
Flaintiflf  declared  in  case,  that  he  recovered  judg-  take  such  bail 
inent  against  Seth  Emmons^  at  the  fFindsor  Count)'  admi^iteTtrthc 
Court,  holden  on  the  third  Monday  of  September,  ^^Xyll^'f^^^^ 
1799,  for  86  dols.  64  cts.  damages,  and  6  dols.  26  cts.  ^i^b/'^f,^' 
costs  of  suit;  and  on  the  30th  of  the  same  month  c'*ept  to  satisfy 

a  juujfment  in 

purchased  out  his  writ  of  execution,  and  on  the  same  favour  of  a  ere- 

Alitor  a  in  uu  .■■i^r. 

day  delivered  the  same  execution  to  the  defendant 
JRice^  in  his  capacity  of  sheriff  of  the  County,  to  serve 
and  return,  according  to  law ;  who  returned  on  the 
same  execution,  that  he  had  committed  the  body  of 
Seth  Emmons  to  the  common  gaol  in  JVoodstock^ 
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udaii        JFindsor  Count)'.    That  on  the  26th  day  of  Aowm- 

Rice.         ber,  1799,  the  sheriff  admitted  Seth  Emmons  to  bail 

"""""""'"■""  for  the  liberties  of  the  gaol  yard,  and  took  a  bond  of 

that  date  for  that  purpose,  made  and  executed  by 
Seth  Emmons  as  principal,  and  Lysander  Richardson 
as  surety,  with  the  usual  conditions ;  which  bond  be- 
came absolute  by  the  escape  of  Seth  Emmons;  and 
on  the  20th  January^  1800,  sheriff  Rice  assigned  the 
bail-bond  to  the  said  Samuel  Udally  who,  upon  the 
5th  oi  March y  1800,  commenced  his  action  upon  the 
bond  against  Seth  Emmons  and  Lysander  Richard- 
son^ before  the  JFindsor  County  Court,  holden  on  the 
i}n\Td  Monday  of  March ^  1800,  and  recovered  judg- 
ment against  them  for  106  dols.  74  cts.  damages, 
and  15  dols.  2  cts.  costs  of  suit ;  and  the  said  Samuel 
Udall,  on  the  25th  of  September,  1800,  took  out  his 
writ  of  execution  on  said  judgment,  and  on  the  same 
day  delivered  tlie  same  execution  to  the  said  sheriff 
to  levy,  serve  and  return ;  and  the  said  sheriff  made 
return  on  said  execution,  that  he  had  arrested  the 
body  of  the  said  Seth  EmmonSy  and  committed  him 
to  the  gaol  in  i^oodstock  Aforesaid,  and  on  the  same 
execution  returned  a  non  est  inventus  as  to  Lysander 
Richardson;  and  the  said  Samuel  Udall,  on  the  1st 
day  of  January,  1801,  took  out  an  alias  execution 
against  Lysander  Richardson  on  the  same  judgment, 
and  on  the  same  day  delivered  the  same  to  John 
Palmer,  constable  of  IVoodstock  aforesaid,  to  levy, 
serve  and  return ;  who  returned  on  the  same  a^as 
execution,  that  he  had  arrested  the  body  of  the  said 
Lysander  Richardson,  and  him  committed  to  the 
common  gaol  in  IVoodstock  aforesaid.  By  means  of 
all  which,  and  the  insufficiency  of  the  said  Seth  Em- 
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mons  and  Lysander  Ric/iardson^  the  obligors  in  the        udaii 
bail-bond  aforesaid,  to  respond  said  judgment,  the  '      Rice. 
said  Samuel  Udall  hath  totally  lost  the  benefit  of  the  "— "— — 
said  judgment :  and  he  avers  the  judgment  remains 
in  full  force,  and  in  no  part  paid  or  satisfied,  and  an 
action  hath  accrued,  &c.  ad  damnum^  400  dollars. 

Defendant  pleaded  not  guilty,  and  gave  notice  that 
he  should  give  the  following  special  matters  in  evi- 
dence under  the  statute,  viz. 

That  the  said  Lysander  Richardson^  at  the  time 
he  was  accepted  as  bail  for  the  said  Seth  Emmons^ 
was  a  good  and  sufiicient  freeholder,  resident  within 
this  State,  and  possessed  estate  both  real  and  personal 
to  the  amount  of  three  thousand  dollars. 

Cause  to  the  Jury. 

Titus  Hutchinson^  for  the  defen^nt,  now  offered 
to  shew  in  evidence  the  facts  stated  in  the  above 
notice.  , 

Charles  Marshy  for  the  plaintiff.  We  object  to 
such  facts  going  in  evidence  to  the  Jury.  The  de- 
fendant's right  to  give  any  especial  matter  in  evidence 
under  the  general  issue,  must  result  from  the  98th 
section  of  the  act  commonly  called  the  judiciary  bill ;  Vermont  sut. 
which  provides,  "  that  the  general  issue  of  not  guilty,  ^^  ^'  ^'^^' 
nil  debet^  or  any  other  general  plea  proper  to  the  ac- 
tion, whereby  the  whole  declaration  is  put  upon 
proof,  according  to  the  nature  of  the  case  may  be 
made  by  the  defendant ;  under  which  general  plea  the 
defendant  shall  have  liberty,  upon  trial  of  the  cause, 
on  such  general  issues,  to  give  any  special  matters  in 
evidence,  in  his  defence  or  justification,  as  the  nature 
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udaii  of  the  action  may  be,  the  defendant  giving  notice  i(i 
mce.  writing,  with  the  plea  of  the  special  matter  or  matters 
"""■""■^"^  on  which  he  or  she  shall  rely  in  such  defence  or  justi- 
fication ;  and  no  special  matter  shall  be  given  or  al- 
lowed in  evidence,  except  such  as  shall  be  particu- 
larly mentioned  in  such  notice  in  WTiting  as  afore- 
said." 

Here  the  Legislature,  to  abbreviate  and  to  render 
modes  of  pleading  more  simple,  and  perhaps  in  ten- 
derness to  the  more  uninformed  practitioners  at  the 
bar,  have  provided  a  more  summary  mode  of  plead- 
ing matters  in  justification  than  the  ancient  mode  of 
pleading  in  bar.  Although  the  elder  mode  was  fii- 
miliar  to  every  man  of  decent  acquirements  in  his 
profession,  and  affected  a  precision  which  it  is  appre- 
hended will  not  always  be  produced  by  the  new  sta- 
tute mode,  yet  it  must  be  confessed  the  novel  mode 
will  lessen  the  labours  of  the  indolent,  and  sometimes 
prevent  the  ignorant  from  being  entangled  in  the 
mazes  of  mere  technical  pleading.  And  so  far  the 
Legislature  have  acted  wisely.  But  the  objects  of 
the  statute  are  merely  to  render  the  mode  of  pleading 
brief  and  plain,  but  not  to  countenance  error ;  to 
render  the  path  of  justice  more  facile  and  plain,  but 
not  to  encourage  or  protect  the  ignorant  in  their 
aberrations.  If  a  practitioner  at  the  bar  has  matters 
in  justification  or  defence  which  may  avail  his  client 
in  a  plea  in  bar,  he  is  not  restrained  by  the  statute 
from  clothing  his  justification  or  defence  in  such  , 
plea.  But  if  he  will  prefer  the  statute  mode  of  giving 
notice  of  such  special  matters  in  justification  or  de-  | 
fence  under  the  general  issue,  he  must  be  confined  in  j 
his  notice  to  such  special  matters  as  would  be  proper 
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in  a  plea  in  bar  to  the  action ;  and  as  the  replicant  to  t^d«n 
ft  plea  in  bar,  if  he  would  shew  that  the  matters  Rice, 
therein  pleaded  are  impertinent,  and  form  no  legal  "" 
answer  to  his  declaration,  may  demur  to  such  plea, 
so  here,  when  under  general  issiie  notice  is  given  of 
irrelevant  and  immaterial  matters,  to  be  shewn  in 
evidence  and  insisted  upon  in  justification  or  defence 
in  this  new  and  lax  mode  of  pleadings  If  the  plain - 
tiflF  is  exposed  to  be  injured  by  such  impertinent 
matters,  he  may  object  to  tlie  evidence  of  such  mat- 
ters being  shewn  to  the  Jur)%  although  stated  in  the 
notice  in  the  nature  of  a  demurrer  to  the  evidence. 
This  being  the  intent  of  the  statute,  and  the  practice 
necessarily  growing  out  of  it,  to  carry  its  design  into 
effect  without  injury  to  parties,  we  shall  in  the  pre- 
sent case  object  to  the  evidence  of  such  facts  as  are: 
stated  in  the  notice  going  to  the  Jury,  and  shew  that 
they  are  such  facts  as  are  impertinent  to  the  issue,  ' 
and  could  not  avail  the  defendant  in  justification  of 
defence,  if  more  regularly  pleaded  in  bar. 

When  a  sheriflf  has  committed  the  body  on  execU^ 
tion,  taken  a  bond  of  the  prisoner,  with  surety  admit- 
ting him  to  the  liberties  of  the  prison  yard,  and  an 
escape  is  made,  the  sheriff  must  exhibit  his  bond  and 
offer  to  assign  it  to  the  creditor,  or  pay  the  contents 
of  the  execution  3  if  he  assigns  the  bond,  and  the  cre- 
ditor brings  suit  against  the  bail,  recovers  judgment, 
takes  out  execution,  and  a  non  est  is  returned  Upon  it, 
and  a  suit  is  commenced  against  die  sheriff,  he  can- 
not in  his  defence  shew  that  the  bail  wasy  but  he  must 
shew  that  it  is  sufficient.  The  language  of  the  sheriff 
here  is,  '*  I  have  taken  your  execution  to  collect-  I 
have  committed  the  debtor  to  gaol.    I  have  admitterl 
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vdaU        him  to  the  liberties  of  the  gaol  yard.  He  has  escapedr 
Rice.        I  have  assigned  you  the  bail-bond.  You  have  prose- 
'  cuted  the  bail.   He  is  now  found  to  be  insufficient  to 

respond  the  judgment,  but  when  I  accepted  him  as 
bail,  in  my  opinion  he  was  a  man  of  sufficient  pro- 
perty, and  I  now  give  you  notice  1  can  prove  it." 

But  though  this  is  the  language  of  the  sheriff,  it  is 
fortunate  for  my  client  the  plaintiff  it  is  not  the  lan- 
guage of  the  law^ 

^T^  m'        ^^  ^^^^^  ^^^^  ^^^  ^^^  entitled,  an  act  relating  to 
284.  gaols  and  gaolers,  and  for  the  relief  of  persons  im- 

prisoned therein,  sections  10th  and  11th. 

The  former  section  provides,  '*  that  any  person  im* 
prisoned  in  gaol  on  mesne  process  in  any  civil  actiQn^ 
or  upon  execution  founded  on  a  proper  action  of  debt, 
covenant,  contract,  or  promise,  shall  be  admitted  to 
the  liberties  of  the  gaol  yard;  such  prisoner  first  giving 
bond  to  the  sheriff  of  the  County  in  which  he  shall 
be  imprisoned,  with  one  or  more  sufficient  sureties, 
being  freeholders  resident  within  this  State,  to  be 
bound  jointly  and  severally  in  such  sum  as  the  sheriff 
shall  direct,  with  a  condition  in  the  same  bond,  un- 
derwritten in  the  form  following,"  &c. 

The  latter  section  provides,  "  that  when  the  con- 
dition of  any  bond  legally  taken  as  aforesaid,  for  ad- 
mitting a  debtor  to  the  liberties  of  the  gaol  yard,  shall 
be  broken,  such  bond  shall  be  assignable  to  the  cre- 
ditor or  creditors,  who  may  maintain  action  thereon 
in  his,  her,  or  their  own  names,  and  shall  be  entitled 
to  all  the  privileges  and  advantages  thereon,  to  which 
the  sheriff  or  other  officer  taking  the  same  would  be 
entitled  if  the  action  were  brought  by  him.  And  no 
action  shall  be  maintained  against  any  officer  taking 
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such  bond,  for  an  escape,  or  other  cause  mentioned  veM 
in  the  condition  thereof,  unless  the  creditor  or  credi-  Rice, 
tors  shall  have  sued  the  bond  taken  by  such  officer  — *— — 
and  assigned  as  aforesaid,  and  be  unable  to  recover 
tlie  debt  or  damages,  if  the  sheriflf  or  other  officer 
who  took  the  bond  shall  upon  demand  made  assign 
such  bond  to  the  creditor  or  creditors ;  and  if  the 
signer  or  signers  of  such  bond  shall  be  unable  to  sa- 
tisfy the  judgment  recovered  tliereon,  or  if  the  ere? 
ditor  or  creditors  shall  not  be  able  to  recover  judg- 
ment on  such  bond  against  him,  her,  or  them,  on  ac- 
count of  the  neglect,  laches  or  default  of  the  officer, 
the  creditor  or  creditors  may  sue  the  officer  taking 
svich  bond  upon  the  original  cause  of  action,  and 
shall  recover  against  him  all  damages  which  such 
creditor  or  creditors  shall  have  sustained." 

The  language  of  the  statute  is,  "  that  when  a  pers(m 
is  committed  on  execution,  and  the  nature  of  the 
judgment  is  bailable,  he  may  be  admitted  to  the 
liberties  of  the  gaol  yard ;  that  the  sheriff  may  take  a 
bond,  with  one  or  more  sufficient  sureties,  condi- 
tioned that  the  prisoner  shall  not  depart  the  liberties 
unless  lawfully  discharged;  that  in  case  of  escape  the 
sheriff  may  assign  such  bond  to  the  creditor,  who 
shall  be  entitled  on  suit  to  all  the  advantages  to 
which  the  sheriff  would  be  entitled;  that  no  suit  shall 
be  brought  by  the  creditor  against  the  sheriff  until  he 
has  prosecuted  the  assigned  bond ;  if  the  signer  or 
signers  of  such  bond  shall  be  unable  to  satisfy  the 
judgment  recovered  thereon,  or  if  the  creditor  is  im- 
peded in  the  recovery  of  the  judgment  by  the  ne- 
gleet,  laches  or  default  of  the  officer,  the  creditor 
may  sue  the  officer  taking  such  bond  upon  the  on- 
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v<i«n  ginal  cause  of  action,  and  shall  recover  i^^nst  Imn 
Ri^e.  ^1  damages  which  he  has  sustained."  The  one  case 
-"  contemplated  by  the  statute,  in  which  the  creditor 
shall  recover,  is  where  the  bond  has  been  assigned, 
judgment  rendered  against  the  bail,  and  tl>e  b^U 
proving  unable  to  respond  such  judgment-  Th^ 
other  case  is  where  the  sheriff  by  **  liis  neglecf*  per* 
haps  in  assign uig  the  bond  seasonably,  **  hi^  lache^^ 
in  failing  to  take  the  bond  in  the  manner  prescribed 
.  by  law,  or  by  "  Im  dcfauW^  in  any  part  of  his  duty, 
shall  in>pede  the  creditor  in  the  recovery  of  judg- 
ment upon  the  bond.  In  which  cases  the  sheriff  is 
inside  absolutely  responsible  for  such  damages  as  the 
creditor  has  sustained*  But  in  no  case  does  the  sta* 
tute  enable  the  sheriff  to  exhibit  in  defence  the  fiact^ 
set  forth  in  the  notice. 

'  The  only  question  now  is,  will  the  Court  listen  to 
the  language  of  the  sheriff,  or  that  of  the  statute  ? 
The  sheriff  says  h^  has  once  exercised  his  best  judg- 
ment and  taken  bail,  which  he  esteemed  and  can  now 
prove  was  sufficient  at  the  time  of  the  execution  of 
the  bail-bond ;  and  that  although  such  bail  was  mani- 
festly insufficient  when  the  creditor  prosecuted  the 
bail  upon  the  bond  assigned,  yet  the  creditor  must 
be  the  sufferer.  The  benefit  of  the  judgment  againat 
Seth  EmmpnSy  the  original  debtor,  is  totally  lost* 
But  he  has  done  his  duty.  It  was  not  his  fault,  but 
the  creditor's  misfortune,  that  he  esteemed  Lysander 
Richardson^  the  bail,  to  be  sufficient  to  respond  da- 
piages  upon  the  bond  in  case  of  escape. 

The  language  of  the  Legislature,  as  expressed  by 
^c  statute,  is-i- 
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Mr.  Kierlff,  you  may  admit  prisoners  to  the  liber-  Udaii 
ties  of  your  gad  yard.  You  may  take  a  bond  for  that  Rice. 
purpose.  You  are  made  the  sole  judge  of  who  shall  — — — - 
be  bail,  and  his  or  their  sufficiency.  But  see  to  it 
that  you  take  sufficient  sureties,  freeholders  resident 
within  the  State,  to  secure  the  creditor  in  case  of 
escape.  The  sufficiency  of  your  bail  shall  be  tiied. 
Assign  the  bond  or  not,  at  your  election.  If  you 
neglect  or  refuse  to  assign  the  bond,  you  must  pay 
the  ori^nal  debt  and  damages  to  the  creditor.  If 
you  assign  the  bond,  and  the  creditor  brings  suit 
upon  it,  recovers  judgment,  takes  out  his  execution, 
commits  the  bail  to  prison,  or  a  non  est  is  returned  on 
the  execution,  and  the  judgment  remains  unsatisfied, 
the  insufficiency  of  the  bail  you  have  accepted  is 
fairly  and  fully  proved ;  you  must  then  pay  the  cre- 
ditor yourself.  And,  as  if  the  Legislature  meant  to 
guard  against  every  possible  evasion  of  the  sheriff, 
or,  if  you  impede  the  creditor  after  you  shall  have 
assigned  the  bail-bond  by  your  neglect,  laches,  or 
default,  you  shall  respond  the  damages  yourself.  In 
a  word,  look,  Mr.  Sheriff,  to  the  sufficiency  of  the 
bail  you  accept,  for  you  shall,  in  all  events,  answer 
for  its  responsibility. 

A  contrary  doctrine  to  this  held  in  the  statute,  it 
might  readily  be  shewn  would  be  attended  with  ma- 
nifest injury  to  creditors.  Make  the  sheriff,  as  may 
be  contended  for,  a  judge  of  the  sufficiency  of  bail 
for  the  liberties  of  his  prison,  how  much  bona  Jide 
debt  might  be  lost  through  the  misconduct  of  a  de- 
signing officer  conniving  with  imprisoned  debtors. 
^  In  an  equitable  view  of  the  subject,  to  consider 
the  sheriff  and  creditor  both  as  innocent :  Here  is  a 
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udail        loss  to  be  sustained  by  one  of  them.  Who  is  to  bear 
Rice.        it  ?  The  creditor  who  has  at  great  expense  by  course 

« 

""■"""■*""  of  law  been  endeavouring  to  compel  his  debtor  to 

pay  an  honest  debt,  who  never  was  consulted  as  to 
the  acceptance  of  the  bail,  and  had  no  control  over 
the  subject  of  admitting  his  debtor  to  bail ;  or  the 
sheriff,  who  was  the  principal  in  the  transaction  ? 

Nathaniel  Chipman^  for  the  defendant.  The  sta- 
tute  does  not  give  an  entire  discretionary  power  to 
the  sheriff  in  the  acceptance  of  bail  for  the  liberties 
of  the  gaol  yard.  It  defines  the  bail  to  be  accepted, 
viz.  ^^freeholders  resident  within  the  StateJ^  Here 
is  a  rule  prescribed  to  the  sheriff.  Here  is  the  crite- 
rion of  the  sufficiency  required  by  the  statute ;  and 
here  is  the  sufficiency  set  forth  in  the  notice  under 
the  general  issue. 

When  the  sheriff  had  once  accepted  as  bail  "  one 
or  more  sufficient  surety  or  sureties,  being  free- 
holders resident  within  the  State,"  he  had  effectually 
done  his  duty.  The  creditor  had  all  the  security  re-  . 
quired  by  the  statute.  Nothing  could  be  more  pro- 
per in  the  trial  of  the  issue  in  an  action  instituted 
against  the  sheriff,  than  for  him  to  give  the  very  terms 
of  the  statute  prescribing  his  duty  in  his  notice  in 
justification.  Such  justification  would  operate  in  a 
plea  in  bar. 

It  is  said  a  loss  is  to  be  suffered  by  one  of  two  in- 
nocent persons,  the  sheriff  or  the  creditor ;  and  that 
in  an  equitable  view  it  will  be  unjust  for  the  latter  to 
sustain  it. 

I  am  not  prone  to  argue  from  the  hardships  which         "j 
may  be  suffered  by  parties  in  the  determination  of  a 
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moot  point ;  but  in  reply  to  the  popular  hatangue  of  udtil 
the  plaintitf 's  counsel,  it  may  be  inquired  if  it  is  not  Rice, 
equally  hard  upcMi  the  siieriff  ?  Compelled  by  the  sta-  " 
tute,  and  even  the  constitution,  to  take  bail  of  a  cer- 
tain description  modified  by  the  statute,  for  the  liber- 
ties of  the  gaol  yard,  exposed  to  an  action  or  liable 
to  hnpeachment  if  he  refuses,  is  it  not  hard,  that 
when  he  has  strictly  observed  his  duty,  accepted  the 
bail  required  by  the  statute,  and  the  bail  should 
chance  to  be  unable  to  respond  the  judgment  ren- 
dered on  the  bond,  to  be  made  absolutely  liable  for 
all  damages?  Suppose  a  sheriff  should  accept  the 
bail  required  by  the  statute,  and  the  week  after^vards 
the  bailor  should  become  bankrupt.  Has  the  sheriff 
in  such  case  any  power  to  secure  himself?  Could  he 
have  any  process  against  the  bankrupt  ?  Could  he 
again  close  his  prison  doors  upon  the  debtor,  and  de- 
mand new  bail  ?  Would  not  the  statute,  if  it  contem- 
plated the  sheriff  as  liable  in  the  mode  and  to  the  ex- 
tent contended  for,  have  provided  some  process 
whereby  the  sheriff  might  secure  himself?  In  most 
governments  there  is  some  peculiar  indulgence 
shewn  to  their  public  officers,  and  in  all  govern- 
ments, when  they  can  shew  they  have  done  their 
duty  precisely  as  prescribed  by  the  Legislature,  the 
courts  of  law  will  protect  them. 

Marsh.  The  whole  matters  in  contest  rest  here- 
Are  the  facts  stated  in  the  notice  under  the  general 
issue,  such  as  could  have  been  well  pleaded  in  bar  ? 

It  may  be  determined  by  this  concise  view  of  the 
subject : 
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VdM  The  sheriff  accepted  Lysander  Richardson  as  d 

Rice.        sufficient  surety  in  a  bail-bond  for  admitting  Seth 

""■"■"""■^  Emmons  to  the  liberties  of  the  gad-yard.    The  bond 

has  been  assigned  to  the  creditor,  Samuel  UdalL  He 
has  commenced  a  suit,  and  recovered  judgment  on 
the  bond.  The  execution  has  been  delivered  to  the 
same  officer,  who  accepted  Richardsbn  as  bail,  and  he 
himself  has  returned  a  non  est  as  to  person  and  pro^ 
perty.  Is  it  legal  or  even  expedient,  diat  die  same 
officer  should  now  be  permitted  to  say  in  justifica- 
tion, that  Lysander  Richardson  is  now  a  man  of  suf* 
ficient  property  to  respond  the  judgment  ?  for  he  is 
certainly  precluded  by  his  return,  his  own  official  act, 
from  saying  to  the  contrary.  Could  the  sheriff  have 
well  pleaded  such  justification  in  bar  ? 


« 


The  Chief  Judge  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
Court. 

It  is  the  opinion  of  the  Court,  that  the  facts  pro* 
ferted  in  the  notice  under  the  general  issue  cannot  be 
admitted  in  evidence  to  the  Jury. 

The  sheriff  is  compelled  by  the  statute  to  admit 
prisoners  committed  upon  execution  founded  on  a 
proper  action  of  debt,  covenant,  contract  or  promise, 
to  the  liberties  of  the  gaol  yard,  taking  *a  bond  with 
sufficient  surety  or  sureties,  being  freeholders  resi- 
dent within  the  State,  with  certain  conditions  pre- 
scribed in  the  form  inserted  in  the  statute,  the  prin- 
cipal of  which  is,  that  the  prisoner  shall  not  depart 
the  liberties  of  the  gaol  yard,  unless  lawfully  d'" 
charged.     If  an  escape  is  made,  the  statute  restrL 
the  creditor  from  bringing  any  suit  against  the  she 
until  he  hath  applied  to  him  for  the  assignment  < 
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siich  bond.     If  the  sheriff  assign  the  bond  to  the  ere-        u<Ull 
ditor,  he  must  institute  a  suit  upon  it  against  the  bail.         Rice 
If  bail  proves  sufficient  to  respond  the  judgment,  no  "*""— ^ 
action  will  lie  against  the  sheriff.    None  is  necessary. 
But  if  insufficient^  the  action  then  lies  against  the 
sheriff.     And  what  more  ample  proof  of  the  utter 
insufficiency  of  such  bail  can  be  expected  than  what 
is  found  in  the  return  of  non  est  by  die  same  sheriff 
made  on  the  execution  against  the  bail  ? 

To  say,  that  at  the  time  of  taking  the  bail,  the 
bailor  was  sufficient,  and  to  make  his  being  a  free- 
holder resident  within  the  State  at  the  time  of  the 
execution  of  the  bond,  a  criterion  of  his  sufficiency, 
would  be  to  evade  the  statute.  The  sheriff  must  take 
such  bail  as  is  not  merely  sufficient  at  the  time  of 
Executing  the  bond,  but  such  as  will  be  sufficient  to 
respond  the  judgment.  Even  if  the  bail  possessed 
ample  freehold,  subject  to  the  creditor's  execution, 
landed  estate  might  not  satisfy  the  creditor.  When 
he  imprisoned  the  original  debtor,  nothing  but  money 
would  satisfy  the  creditor  if  he  insisted  upon  it.  He 
might  perhaps  have  satisfied  his  original  execution 
by  levying  it  upon  lands. .  He  preferred  imprisoning 
the  debtor  Emmons  in  order  to  obtain  the  money,  and 
he  has  an  equal  right  to  insist  upon  money  from  the- 
bail. 

The  meaning  of  the  statute  is  plain.  The  sheriff 
shall  at  his  own  risk  take  such  bail  for  prisoners  ad- 
mitted to  the  liberties  of  the  gaol  yard,  as  in  case  of 

jape  shall  be  sufficient  to  satisfy  a  judgment  in  fa- 
*^our  of  the  creditor  in  money. 

29 
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udaU  The  cause  went  to  the  Jury  merely  for  the  assefis* 

Uke.        ment  of  damages,  which  the  Court  directed  the  Jury 
■""*-"— ^  to  assess  upon  the  damages  and  costs  recovered  by 
the  plaintiff  in  his  former  suit  against  the  bail,  toge- 
ther with  the  officer's  fees  for  the  commitment  of  the 
bailor  upon  the  alias  execution,  with  simple  interest. 

Charles  Marshy  for  plaintiff. 
Nathaniel  Chipman  and  Titus  Hutchinson^  for  de- 
fendant. 


PKESENT, 

EJVOCH  WOODBRIDGEy  Chief  Judge. 
NOAH  SMITHy  AadHant  Judge. 


Martha  Wentworth,  Appellant, 

against 
John  Allen,  Appellee. 

The   coUector      EJECTMENT.     This  was  an  action  of  eiect- 

ef    a   propne-  '     .  .     . 

tor'i  tax  is  not  ment  whcrcin  the  plaintiff  demanded  seisin  and  pos- 

obliged,  in  his  .  -  .  * 

advcptiseiiicnt  scssiou  of  a  certain  tract  or  parcel  of  land,  lying  in 
ncx  to  the  name  the  north-cast  comcr  of  Stockbridgey  TFindsor  Coun- 
qlienr^prlel  ^Y^  Containing  five  hundred  acres,  which  tract  was 
is'aresiTo"  originaUy  granted  to  Bennmg  Wentwmhy  late  Go- 
8hare"l*^t  T  ^^™^''  ^^  New- Hampshire y  as  by  reference  to  the 
mention  the  a-  charter  and  chart  of  Stockhridge.  may  more  fully 

mount    of  the  f>    ^  j  j 

tax  on  each  right  generaliy^  and  then  insert  a  list  of  the  delinquents. 
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appear;  the  same  land  being  devised  to  the  plaintiff    Wentwotiii 
by  the  said^mmn^  fFentworth;  but  the  defendant        Aika. 
entered  and  amoved,  &c.  ad  damnum.  ' 

Plea,  not  guilty.  Issue  jconed,  and  put  to  the 
Jury. 

Plaintiff's  evidence. 

First.  Copy  of  the  charter  of  Stockbridge^  dated 
July  21,  1761. 

Secondly.  Copy  of  Benning  WentwortlCs  will, 
dated  November  6,  1769,  probated  1770,  by  which 
he  devised  all  liis  lands  to  the  plaintiff. 

Defence. 

The  defendant  offered  in  evidence  a  deed  from  the 
collector  of  a  proprietor's  tax,  conveying  to  him  the 
land  demanded,  and  stated  that  there  had  been  a  legal 
sale  of  said  land  for  the  non-payment  of  a  tax  assessed 
by  the  proprietors  of  Stockbridge  at  a  legal  meeting, 
and  moved  to  accompany  the  deed  with  exhibits  of 
the  procee<^gs  of  the  proprietors. 

Daniel  Farrand,  for  the  plaintiff,  objected  to  the 
proceedings  of  the  proprietors  being  read  to  the  Jury; 
for  that  it  appeared  by  the  charter,  that  the  land  in 
question  was  located,  or  rather  granted  in  severalty 
to  Benning  fFentworth^  the  devbor,  and  therefore  the 
land  not  being  held  in  common  with  the  other  pro- 
prietors, they  had  no  right  to  levy  a  tax  upon  it 

Smith,  Judge.  I  am  for  excluding  the  proceed- 
ings of  the  proprietors.     I  conceive  they  had  no 
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Wenfwijrth     power  to  levy  a  tax  on  the  lands  denfianded  in  the 


AHeiK        declaration. 


^f 


Chief  Judge.  1  am  for  admitting  the  proceedings 
of  the  proprietors  in  evidence.  Those  tracts  of  land 
which  by  the  New- Hampshire  charters  are  uniformly- 
reserved  or  granted  to  Governor  fFentworthy  though 
they  are  not  subject  to  an  after  division  by  the  pro- 
prietors, have  ever  been  considered  by  this  Court  as 
amenable  to  the  assessment  of  proprietary  taxes. 

The  Court  being  divided,  the  evidence  was  ad- 
mitted. 

The  defendant  now  proceeded  to  shew,  by  the  de- 
position of  David  Ritssel,  keeper  of  a  land-office,  the 
publication  of  the  warrant  for  the  warning  for  the 
proprietors'  meeting.  By  the  same  deposition  it  ap- 
pcared  that  the  creditor  had  legally  advertised  the 
assessment  of  the  tax.  He  then  exhibited  a  fFindsor 
newspaper,  in  which  was  inserted  the  collector's  ad- 
vertisement of  the  time  and  place  of  the  sale  of  lands 
of  delinquents  in  Stockbridge^  and  proved  by  the 
same  deposition  that  the  same  publication  had  been 
made  in  otlier  papers,  agreeably  to  the  directions  of 
the  statute. 

He  then  read  certified  copies  of  the  proprietors' 
records,  which  sliewcd  that  the  tax  had  been  regu- 
larly assessed. 

He  then  offered  to  read  the  collector's  deed. 

Jacob  Smithy  for  the  plaintiflT,  objected  to  this  deed 
going  to  the  Jury.     He  read  part  of  the  third  section 
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of  the  act  regulating  proprietors'  meetings,  passed    Wentwortfc 
inarch  9th,  1787 ;  "  And  in  case  any  part  of  such        Aiten. 
rate  shall  be  unpaid  thirty  days  after  the  last  time  of  ^J^jj^7"^ir 
such  publication,  it  shall  be  the  duty  of  such  coUec-  ^®**  2.  p.  317. 
tor  to  publish  in  the  papers,  and  for  the  time  before 
mentioned,  the  names  of  the  grantees  upon  whose 
right  default  of  payment  has  been  madcj  and  the  sums 
due  thereon J*^ 

Mr.  Smith  said  that  he  grounded  his  objection  to 
the  deed  upon  the  irregularity  of  the  notice  given  to 
the  delinquent  proprietors  in  the  advertisement  ex- 
hibited«  The  collector's  advertisement  for  sale 
should  have  set  forth  the  names  of  the  delinquent 
grantees  or  proprietors,  and  the  sum  assessed  on 
each  set  agsdnst  the  name  of  each,  that  each  one 
might  be  availed  of  the  sum  which  he  had  to  pay. 
That  the  collector  in  the  present  publication  had 
only  set  forth  the  amount  of  the  tax,  and  stated  ge- 
nerally that  it  had  not  been  paid  by  the  proprietors 
hereafter  mentioned,  and  then  inserted  a  list  of  their 
names  without  annexing  to  the  name  of  each  delin- 
quent the  specific  sum  assessed  upon  his  land. 

Sedper  Curiam.  In  a  proprietor's  tax  the  land  is 
assessed  by  equal  rights,  each  holding  by  his  tenure 
per  meum  et  tuum.  The  sum  to  be  paid  by  each  is 
therefore  equal,  and  there  is  not  that  necessity  of  an- 
nexing  to  each  proprietor's  name  the  sum  assessed 
upon  his  share,  as  there  is  in  a  state,  county,  towTi  or 
parish  tax,  where  the  taxes  are  to  be  responded  by 
owners  of  land  held  in  severalty  and  in  unequal  quan- 
tities. It  is  sufficient  that  the  collector  states  ge- 
nerally in  his  advertisement  the  amount  of  the  sum 
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assessed  on  each  right  dr  share,  and  then  mentions 
the  delinquents'  names,  whose  rights  or  shares  wifi 
be  sold  unless  the  taxes  are  paid. 

« 

Let  the  deed  be  read  to  the  Jury. 

The  plaintiflF  had  leave  to  enter  a  nonsuit. 

Daniel  Farrand  and  Jacob  Smithy  for  plaintiff. 
— — ,  for  defendant. 


A  promise 
made  by  a  she- 
riif  to  a  debtor, 
within  t])e  li- 
berties of  the 
prison,  *'  that  if 
he  escaped  he 
would  not  sue 
him  until  he 
had  first  prose- 
cuted the  baili" 
will  not  operate 
a  defeasance  of 
the  bail-bond, 
though  the 
principal  be 
sued  at  the 
•ame  time  with 
the  bail. 


William  Rice,  Sheriff  of  Windsor  County, 

against 
John  Pollard  etaL  Appellees. 

PLAINTIFF  declared  in  plea  of  debt  on  bail- 
bond  made  and  executed  to  him  in  his  capacity  of 
sheriff  by  the  defendants  for  the  admitting  Pollard  to 
the  liberties  of  the  gaol  yard.  Bond  in  the  usual 
form,  and  escape  alleged. 

Plea,  non  est  factum^  with  notice  by  the  defendants 
under  the  statute,  that  they  should  rely  in  their  de- 
fence  on  the  following  special  matter,  videlicet: 

That  when  the  said  Pollard  was  so  imprisoned  as 
in  said  declaration  set  forth,  and  before  said  Pollard 
committed  any  escape,  the  plaintiff  had  promised  the 
defendant  Pollard  that  in  case  of  his  escape  he  would 
not  prosecute  him  upon  the  bail-bond  until  he  had 
first  prosecuted  Seth  EmmonSy  the  other  defendant. 


AUGUST  TERM,  1801.  231 

Mcholas  Baylies,  for  the  plaintiff,  objected  to  the         »icc 
facts  set  forth  in  the  defendants'  notice  going  in  evi-    PoiUrdct  iL 
dence  to  the  Jury.  ' 

We  consider  it  now  as  settled  by  a  recent  decision 
of  this  ^Court,  that*  the  notice  to  be  given  under  the 
general  issue  provided  by  the  statute,  is  but  a  sum- 
mary mode  erf  pleading  in  bar,  and  those  matters 
which  may  be  demurred  to  in  a  plea  in  bar  may  be 
objected  to  in  the  notice. 

The  whole  matters  set  forth  in  the  notice  are  ir- 
relevant,  and  could  not  have  been  well  pleaded  in 

bar.  ♦ 

For  there  is  no  consideration  to  the  promise  set 
forth  in  the  notice ;  and  if  there  had  been  a  considera- 
tion the  promise  could  not  defeat  the  bond. 

Shaw.  Rep.  p.  43.  Salk.  Rep.  vol.  2.  p.  573. 
Ayloff  V.  Scrimshaw*  Term  Rep.  vol.  2.  p.  24. 
Heathcote  et  at.  v.  Crookshanks. 

Tttiis  HutchinsoTij  fbr  defendants.  The  cases  cited 
do  not  apply.  In  the  cases  both  in  Shcrwer  and  Sal- 
keki,  the  cause  of  action  had  arisen  at  the  time  of  the 
promise.  Here  was  no  action  which  had  accrued. 
No  action  had  or  could  accrue  to  Rice  until  Pollard 
had  escaped,  and  this  escape  was  the  consideration  of 
the  promise  set  forth  in  the  notice.  The  facts  in  the 
notice  traverse  the  declaration  in  the  most  substantial 
points.  We  concede  that  Lf  Pollard  had  broken  his 
bonds  by  escaping  from  prison  before  the  promise 
made,  it  would  have  been  null  and  void. 

Charles  Marsh,  for  the  plaintiff.     I  apprehend  that 
the  statute  merely  gives  parties  the  liberty  of  giving 
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Rice        notice  of  any  matters  which  may  be  pleaded  Specially. 

Pollard  etai.    The  expression  of  the  statute  is  "  special  mattersm* 

""""■""""  We  say  these  matters  in  the  notice  could  not  have 

been  pleaded  specially. 

First.  Because  the  promise  s6t  forth  in  the  notice 
is  grounded  on  no  consideration. 

To  this  point  the  case  in  SaUceld^s  Reports^  Heath- 
cote  et  ai  V.  CrookshankSy  has  been  read. 

But  if  the  Court  can  get  over  the  want  of  consi- 
deration,  such  promise,  say  the  authorities,  is  no  de- 
feasance of  a  bond.  It  could  not  therefore  be  plead- 
ed in  bar. 

Whether  such  promise  is  made  before  or  after  the 
action  accrued,  is  immaterial.  The  very  facts  stated 
in  the  notice  shew  that  there  was  no  release.  Rice 
told  the  defendant  PoUard^  that  if  he  escaped  he 
would  not  prosecute  him  on  the  bond  until  he  had 
first  prosecuted  Emmons. 

If  the  subject       Smith,  Judgc.     I  am  against  the  admission  of  the 

matter  of  a  8ta-  r  i    •        i  •  -r^ 

tute  notice  un-  matters  profcrtcd  m  the  notice.  Exception  to  the 
issue  could  not  evidcncc  uudcr  the  notice  can  be  the  only  consistent 
pfeiwiedln  bar,  modc  to  avoid  such  impertinent  matter.  The  de- 
may  be'^voMed  fendant  can  give  notice  only  of  such  special  matters* 
roi  derouiTei^to  ^  would  prevail  in  bar,  not  such  as  would  be  de- 
the  evidence  of.  murrablc.     The  matters  in  the  notice,  if  pleaded  in 

fered  m  support  * 

of  it.  bar,  would  be  clearly  demurrable. 

Chief  Judge.    I  am  of  the  same  opinion. 

Verdict  for  the  plaintiff. 

Charles  Marsh  and  Nicholas  Baylies^  for  plaintiff^ 
Tttus  Hutchinsofij  for  defendant. 
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PRESENT, 

£J\rOCff  WOODBRIDGE,  Chief  Judge, 
LOTT  HALL,      ?    .    .  ,     ,  ,    . 
NOAH  SMITH,  5  ^ 


Solomon  Waddams,  Appellant, 

against 
F&EDERicK  BuRNHAK,  Appellee. 

PLAINTIFF  declared  in  debt,  that  the  defendant  To  plead  leve. 

...  p  t   %         >^  ^^^     distinct 

render  to  him  the  several  sums  of  37  dols.  42  cts*  facts,  &u  tend- 
6  dols.  55  cts.  and  27  dels.  42  cts.  making  in  the  ^nce,  ^  no* 
whole  71  dols.  39  cts.  for  several  judgments  reco-  p2!!di?^  ^ 
yered  by  the  plaintiff  at  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas 
holden  at  lAtchfield^  within  and  for  the  County  of 
Litchfield  and  State  of  Connecticut,  on  the  fourth 
Tuesday  of  March,  1798 ;  which  judgments  are  in 
full  force,  and  in  no  part  satisfied.     Profert  made  of 
the  record  of  the  Court  in  Connecticut. 

The  defendant  craved  oyer  of  the  records ;  which  in  «pi«ft  in  bar 
beijDg  read  to  him,  it  appeared,  that  Bumham  was  set  foreign  jud^- 
forth  as  being  of  Pomfret,  in  the  County  of  fFindsor  ces.aW  tJlvcr* 
and  State  of  Fermont.  tfm  "^wai^tf -" 

Defendant  then  pleads  in  bar;  because  he  says,  ^"^^tur^ 
that  the  said  Solomon  fTaddams,  at  Goshen^  in  the  ^^' 
County  of  Litchfield  and  State  of  Connecticut,  on  the 
524th  of  jipril,  1797,  purcliased  out  the  two  writs 
upon  which  the  judgments  in  the  plaintiff's  declara* 
tion  mentioned  were  rendered,  signed  by  jldino  Hall, 
Justice  of  the  Peace,  which  writs  were  made  retuma- 

30 
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Wtddams     ble  at  and  before  the  County  Court  then  next  to  be 

Bttrnham.      holdcn  in  Lttchjieldy  within,  8cc.  on  the  third  Tuesday 

'   ""  of  September  then  next,  which  writs  M'erc  brought 

for  the  rccoverj^  of  damages  for  the  non-performance 
of  certain  promises  therein  alleged ;  and  afterwards, 
on  the  25  th  of  ^prilj  m  the  year  aforesaid,  the  said 
Solomon  IFaddamSy  by  Timothy  Buel,  a  pretended 
constable  of  said  Goshen^  caused  each  of  said  writs 
to  be  served  by  attaching  on  each  an  old  chair ^  which 
were  turned  out  by  the  said  Solomon  fVaddams,  at 
his  the  said  Solomon^s  dwelling-house  in  said  Goshen^ 
as  the  property  of  the  said  Frederick  Bumham^  and 
left  copies  of  the  said  writs  at  the  dwelling-house  of 
the  said  Solomon  Waddams. 

And  the  said  Frederick  Bumham  ftirther  says,  that 
Ht  the  time  of  the  pretended  service  of  the  said  writs, 
and  for  a  long  time  before,  viz.  for  the  term  of  twenty 
years  next  preceding  the  time  of  the  pretended  ser* 
vice  of  said  writs,  he  lived  and  resided  in  the  town  of 
Fomjrety  in  the  County  of  fFtndsor  and  State  of  Fer^ 
tnonty  and  not  in  any  part  of*  the  State  of  Connecticut. 
That  the  said  chairs  pretended  to  have  been  attached 
on  said  vrnts  and  turned  out  by  the  said  Salomon 
fTaibkms  as  aforesaid,  were  not,  at  the  time  of  said 
pretended  attachment,  nor  were  they  ever  the  pro- 
perty of  him  the  said  Frederick ^  nor  had  he  at  that  time 
any  property  of  any  description  in  the  said  State  of 
Connecticut.  JEt  hoc  est  paratus  verificare^  Where* 
fore,  &c. 

To  this  plea  the  plaintiff  demurred,  and  for  causw 
of  demurrer  set  down  the  following,  viz. 

First.  That  the  said  plea  is  double,  aiicging  twa 
separate  and  distinct  facts,  having  no  legal  conuec* 
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tion  i  far  that  the  wl  plea  alleges,  that  the  said  Pre-     Wad&n* 

V. 

dcrick,  at  the  time  of  the  service  of  the  said  writs,  was     Bumbam. 
not  an  inhabitant  of  the  StMe  of  Connecticut^  but  re-  — — — ■ 
sident  in  Pom/ret^  Windsor  County,  State  of  Fer^ 
mont.   And  it  also  alleges,  that  the  property  attached 
was  not  the  estate  of  the  said  Frederick  Bumham. 

Secondly.  It  does  not  appear  by  said  plea,  but 
that  the  said  writs  were  served  conformably  to  tlie 
laws  of  the  State  in  which  said  judgments  were  ren* 
dered,  or  but  that  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  in 
the  State  of  Connecticut  had  jurisdiction  of  said 

cause.. 

Thirdly.  The  said  plea  is  hypothetical^  uncertain^ 
and  without  legal  form. 

Joinder. in  demurrer. 

Daniel  Buckj  for  the  demurrant*  This  {^ea  hi 
bar  is  double.  Here  are  two  issues  tendered  in  the 
same  plea. 

H  A  L  L ,  J  udge.  According  to  my  conception  of  the 
law,  that  duplicity  in  pleading  which  the  law  is  said 
to  abhor,  exists  wlien  separate  and  distinct  matters, 
which  would  constitute  distinct  defences,  are  plead- 
ed. But  when  ever  so  many  facts  are  combined  in 
the  same  plea,  all  going  to  prove  one  defence,  there 
is  no  departure  in  pleading. 

In  this  case  the  two  facts  set  forth  in  the  plea  in 
bar  go  to  shew  that  the  Court  in  Connecticut  had  no 
jurisdiction  of  the  causes  in  which  the  several  judg'^ 
ments  declared  upon  were  rendered ;  and  this  is  one 
mitire  defence,  and  no  duplicity  in  pleading. 
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waddaiM         Chief  Judgs.   It  is  true,  duress  and  accord  andai- 

Biiniham      tisfaction  cannot  be  joined  in  the  same  ^ea ;  i>ut  even 

'-  this  dictum  of  the  book  s»hews,  that  accoixi  aiid  satis* 

faction,  distinct  facts, .  may  be  coupled  in  the  same 
plea,  both  going  to  make  one  entire  defence,  which 
would  avoid  the  action.  There  is  in  such  case  ik>  de* 
parture,  and  I  c^  conceive  none  here. 

Buck.  We  shall  now  endeavour  to  shew,  that  the 
two  facts  in  tlie  plea  in  bar  are  not  connected ;  and 
therefore,  with  deference  to  the  opinion  of  the  Court, 
this  present  plea  is  not  witliin  the  doctrine  laid  down 
by  the  bench. 

If  we  should  have  carved  an  issue  to  the  facts 

pleaded  in  bar,  could  we  have  coupled  the  facts  of 

the  defendant's  being  resident  in  Fermont,  and  his 

leaving  no  interest  in  the  property  attached,  in  the 

same  issue  ?    Would  there  not  have  been  duplicity 

in  our  traverse.     In  legal  acceptation,  accord  and  sa« 

tisfaction  are  but  one  fact,  that  the  party  has  agreed 

to  accept  a  sum  in  dischai^  of  his  demand,  and  is 

•  satisfied  widi  it.    In  truth,  it  is  the  simple  fact  of  sa« 

tisfaction  that  is  alone  pleaded,  and  relied  upon  in  the 

plea.    The  accord  is  mentioned  only  as  the  jiuluce- 

ment  to  it,  and  never  can  be  pleaded  sq/efy  alone. 

'Bae.Jhr.voli  Therefore  the  elementary  writers  say,  that  accord  is 

^*^'  an  agreement  between  two  persons  at  least  to  give  or 

accept  something  in  satisfaction  of  a  trespass.  Sec. 
done  by  one  to  the  other.  Tliis  agreement,  whem 
executedy  may  be  pleaded  in  bar  to  an  action  for  the 
trespass ;  for  in  all  personal  injuries,  the  law  gives 
damages  as  an  equivalent,  and  when  the  party  accepts 
of  an  equivalent  there  is  no  injury  or  cause  of  com- 
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pUaat,  and  therefoic  present  satis&ction  is  a  good     waddama 
plea.    Bui  if  the  wrong  doer  only  promise  a  future     Burnham. 
satisfaction,  the  injury  continues  until  satis&ction  is         • 
actually  made,  and  consequently  there  is  a  cause  of 
complaint  in  being,  and  if  the  trespass  were  barred  by 
this  pka,  the  plaintiff  could  have  no  renaedy  for  a 
future  satisfaction ;  for  llmt  supposes  the  injury  to 
have  continuance. 

*But  we  shall  rely  principally  upon  our  second  ex- 
ception :  that  it  does  not  appear  but  that  the  two  writs 
wore  served  conformably  to  the  laws  of  the  State  in 
which  the  judgment  was  rendered,  or  but  that  the 
Coiut  in  Connecticut  had  legal  jurisdiction  of  the 


Certainly  the  law  on  this  subject  has  been  ^ttled 
beyond  controversy.  In  a  plea  in  bar  to  a  debt  on  a 
ibfeign  judgment,  it  is  necessary  to  set  forth  the  laws 
i)i  the  country  wherein  such  judgment  was  rendered, 
that  the  Court  may  determine  whether  the  judgment 
has  been  legally  obtained.  The  case  of  Mostyn  v. 
Fabrigasy  Ctnvp.  Rep.  p.  161.  goes  the  full  length  to 
shew  the  high  respect  the  English  Courts  entertain 
for  foreign  judgments.  It  is  repeatedly  said,  in  this 
celebrated  case,  that  the  laws  of  a  foreign  country 
must  be  pleaded. 

Chief  Ju^;e.  It  is  a  point  settled,  that  when  debt 
is  brought  upon  a  foreign  judgment  rendered  by  de- 
jfimlt^  the  Court  will  go  into  the  consideration  of  such 
judgment ;  and,  if  it  appears  such  judgment  was  sur- 
reptitiously obtained,  they  will  not  render  judgment 
ui>on  it. 


« 
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WkddMM*        Buck.    There  is  another  vkw  of  the  subject :  if 

Bumham.     the  two  Stated  facts  are  true,  and  may  be  einbrac^l 

'  in  one  plea,  yet  they  cannot  be  taken  advantage  of  in 

k  plea  in  bar  to  an  action  of  debt  <hi  judgment  in  this 
Court,  or  even  in  that  in  Connecticut  When  the 
actions  upon  which  our  judgments  are  predicated 
were  entered  in  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  in  Gm* 
necHcut^  insufEcient  services  might  have  been  pleaded 
in  abatement  there^  or  might  have  been  cured  by 
personal  appearance  of  the  party  in  Court,  and  \xa^ 
parlance,  and  certainly  want  of  service  of  the  original 
writ  would  have  been  the  subject  of  error.  But  the 
writ  of  error  must  have  been  brought  in  Cotmecticut. 
This  Court  would  not  reverse  a  judgment  rendered 
in  another  State  by  writ  of  erron 

Titus  Hutchinson^  contra.  Here  are  three  excep* 
tions  in  demurrer  to  the  plea  in  bar.  The  first  has 
been  overruled  by  the  Court,  the  last  has  been  aban« 
doned  by  the  counsel. 

As  to  the  second,  which  states  in  substance  the 
necessity  of  shewing  in  the  plea  in  bar,  that  the  facts 
stated  therein  are  against  the  laws  of  Connecticut^ 

We  reply,  that  we  cannot  find  a  dictum  in  the  books 
in  point,  but  many  passages  to  induce  us  to  believe  it 
is  not  necessary.  Tlie  case  cited  from  Cawper^s  Re* 
ports  merely  shews,  that  the  Courts  in  England  will 
take  notice  of  foreign  laws,  so  &r  as  to  consider  them 
operative  in  relation  to  contracts  made  under  tbem^ 
and  that  the  Court  must  assist  the  Jury  in  deter- 
mining what  such  foreign  laws  are.  The  whole 
opinion  of  the  Judge  goes  only  to  shew,  that  the 
King's  Bench  will  inquire  into  the  jurisdiction  of 
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minor  and  unappellant  Courts,  pertaining  to  the  cm-  Wmdilann 
pire ;  as  in  the  case  of  the  steward  of  a  college,  which  Burnluai* 
we  find  in  the  same  authority.  _— .*— 

If  it  be  necessar}'  to  plead  the  laws  of  Connecticut, 
this  follows,  that  we  must  plead  law  and  fiict  in  one 
plea,  which  would  be  fatal. 

J.  Hatch  Hubbard,  against  the  demurrer.  The 
only  question  not  abandoned  or  overruled  is,  whether 
it  is  necessary  to  bring  the  law  of  the  State  of  Con^ 
necticut  upon  the  record  in  our  plea  in  bar. 

We  say  the  gentleman  has  not  and  cannot  shew 
any  case  decided,  or  the  dictum  of  a  single  Judge, 
that  it  is  necessary  to  plead  a  foreign  law.  England 
IB  a  great  commercial  country,  and  frequent  are  the 
actions  tried  in  the  English  courts  of  law  upon  con- 
tracts  made  in  various  foreign  countries.  The  books 
abundantly  shew,  that  upon  the  trial  of  such  actions^ 
the  laws  and  customs  of  the  several  countries  where 
such  contracts  have  been  made  are  allowed  to  be 
shewn  in  evidence,  and  to  regulate  the  decisions  of 
the  Courts  on  such  contracts.  But  are  those  laws 
and  customs  ever  pleaded,  or  spread  on  the  record? 

In  our  plea  in  bar,  we  offer  to  verify  certain  facts, 
which,  if  true,  are  sufficient  to  shew  that  our  plea  is 
good.  If  the  verbal  statement  we  have  given  of  the 
laws  of  Connecticut  be  correct,  which  does  not  seem 
to  be  denied,  and  we  had  set  it  forth  in  our  plea  in 
bar,  the  same  gentleman  would  have  demurred,  and 
alleged,  thalt  w-e  had  made  in  lieu  of  a  double,  a  treble 
plea;  two  of  facts,  and  one  of  law :  for  certainly  if  the 
latv  of  Connecticut  had  been  spread  on  the  record,  it 
would  have  been  an  issuable  point,  and  the  Jury 
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Waddflms      whose  province  it  is  to  try  facts  would  have  had  to 

BunAam.       ^^7  law. 

"  It  is  said,  that  in  the  case  of  Mostyn  and  Fabrigu^ 

it  is  repeatedly  laid  down,  that  a  foreign  law  should 
be  pleaded.  This  is  certainly  a  mistake.  By  recur- 
ring to  the  report  the  contrary  wUl  appear.  The  mat- 
ter there  insisted  upon  by  the  cbunsel  fcM"  Fabrigas 
is,  that  if  Mostyn  was  that  sacred  person  as  Governor 
or  Judge,  he  ought  to  have  pleaded  it  It  appears^ 
from  all  the  arguments  and  points  m  this  important 
case,  that  no  one  of  the  learned  counsel  ever  main- 
tained that  Mostyn  ought  to  have  pleaded  the  laws 
of  Minorca. 

Buck.  It  appears  that  Mostyn  pleaded  that  nviiat 
he  did  was  in  pursuance  of  the  laws  of  MinorctL  In 
the  present  plea  in  bar  there  is  no  allusion  to  any  law 
whatsoever. 

Hall,  Judge,  to  the  defendant's  counsel.  The 
plaintiff  says,  that  you  have  not  stated  in  the  plea  in 
bar,  that  the  facts  therein  relied  upon  are  contrary 
to  or  have  any  connection  with  the  laws  of  QmneC'- 
ticut. 

Hubbard.  If  we  have  stated  the  necessary  facts,  it 
is  not  incumbent  on  us  to  state  the  law.  We  consi- 
der the  law  as  resulting  from  those  facts. 

We  can  shew  the  case  of  the  Duchess  of  Suffbff^t 
will,  tried  both  in  France  and  England,  The  loreign 
law  was  not  pleaded  in  that  case.  In  no  case  has  ^bf 
law  of  a  foreign  country  been  pleaded. 
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^     Halx.|  Judge.    In  a  plea  in  bar  to  debt  upon  a  lb-     Waddans 
reign  judgment,  I  hold  it  necessary  to  aver  at  least     Burnham. 
that  the  juc^ment  was  obtained  s^inst  the  law  of  the   ' 
country  where  such  judgment  was  rendered.     The 
facts  disclosed  in  the  jMresent  plea  are  not  averred  to 
be  against  any  law* 

Chief  Judge,     I  am  in  opinion  with  Judge  Hall. 


SviTH,  Judge.    I  am  not  settled  in  my  opinion. 

Plea  in  bar  insufficient.    Mespandeas  ouster 
awarded. 

DmUel  Buek^  iot  the  plaintiff. 
T\tm  Hutchinson  and  /.  Batch  Hubbard,  for  de- 
fbodant. 


\ 


Selectmen  of  Windsor 

against 
Stephen  Jacob,  Esquire. 

SUMMON  Stephen  Jacob  to  answer  unto  William  a  deputy  she- 
Hunter  et  al.  selectmen  and  overseers  of  tlie  poor  of  habiunf  of  "a 
Ae  town  of  fTindsor,  &c.  therefore    di»^ 

Plea  in  abatement:  For  that  the  action  is  brought  J^^j^^^^  ^'^^, 
by  the  plaintiffs  for  the  benefit  and  behalf  of  the  in-  c^^*  ^y  sum- 

J  r  ^     ^     mons  m  favour 

habitants  of  the  town  of  Windsor j  and  the  writ  is  of  the  corpora- 
served  by  Stephen  Cananty  deputy-sheriff,  who  is  an 

31 
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V. 

Jacob. 


Vermont  Stat 
vol.  J.  p,  61. 
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inhabitant  of  the  town,  whereas  the  writ  ought  to 
have  been  served  by  some  disinterested  officer. 

Jacob  Smiih^  for  the  defendant.  By  the  24th  sec- 
tion of  the  judiciary  act  it  is  provided,  ^*  that  every 
writ  and  process  issued  as  aforesaid,  sbdl  be  direct 
to  the  sheriff,  his  deputy,  or  some  constable  of  the 
town  where  the  service  is  to  be  made ;  except  where 
both  sheriff  and  constable  are  parties  or  intereHedy  in 
which  case  the  writ  or  process  may  be  directed  to, 
and  the  service  made  by  the  high  bailiff,  or  any  dis- 
interested constable  within  the  County,  uiio  shall  be 
therein  named.  And  in  case  no  such  sheriff,  deputy- 
sheriff,  or  other  officer  as  aforesaid,  can  be  seasonably 
had,  the  writ  or  process  may »  by  the  authority  issuing 
the  same,  be  directed  to  an  indifferent  person  being 
named."  » 

We  contend  that  the  sheriff's  deputy  serving  this 
writ  is  so  far  interested  in  the  event  of  the  suit,  that 
he  was  incapable  in  law  of  doing  the  service.  The 
judgment  recovered  in  this  action  will  enure  to  the 
treasury  of  the  town  of  which  he  is  an  inhabitant, 
and  if  the  suit  fails,  a  proportion  of  the  costs  is  to  be 
responded  by  a  tax  levied  on  his  person  and  property. 
This  interest  is  direct ;  and  if  not  direct,  such  an  in- 
terest as  in  analogous  cases  excludes  a  person  thus 
situated  from  testifying ;  for  to  discover  the  extent  of 
the  meaning  of  the  word  "  interestedy^^  as  used  in  the 
law,  we  must  apply  ourselves  to  the  decisions  in  other 
instances,  where  the  term  is  mentioned. 

In  an  action  against  the  hundred  upon  the  statute 
of  fFiltoriy  the  hundredor  by  common  law  could  not 
be  a  witness* 
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So  on  an  iadktnmt  against  a  County  for  not  re* 
pairing  a  bric^  an  inhabitant  of  the  County  cannot       Jacob. 
be  a  witness.  — ^— 

Indeed  it  has  been  uniformly  ruled  in  this  Court, 
tint  in  an  action  against  a  town  for  damage  occasion^ 
ed  by  the  want  of  repair  of  any  highway  or  public 
bridge  upon  our  act  for  regulating  highwajrs;  &c.  the  Vermant  sut 
inhabitants  cannot  be  admitted  to  testify,  because  '^' 
they  are  interested.  Is  not  the  interest  here  the 
same  ?  .  The  law  does  not  specify  to  what  amount  the 
sheriff's  interest  shall  be,  but  incapacitates  him  from, 
the  service  of  a  writ' where  he  is  any  wise  interested. 

In  pursuance  of  this  h(Miourable  delicacy  in  the  Le- 
gislature to  keep  all  the  streams  of  justice  pure^  the 
act  designates  other  officer^,  to  wit,  the  high  bailiff, 
or  any  disinterested  cimstable  within  the  County ;  and 
if  neither  of  these  can  be  readily  procured,  to  avoid 
tile  iiflfoire  services  of  an  interested  officer,  the  ma« 
gistrate  signing  the  writ  is  empowered  to  direct  the 
service  to  be  done  by  any  indi&rent  person. 

* 

jimasa  Paine^  for  the  plaintiffs.    We  consider  the  • 
interest  of  the  officer  serving  this  process,  if  any,  to 
be  so  trivial,  that  it  may  be  classed  among  the  de  mu 
mimts  of  the  law. 

Anciently,  it  is  true,  a  hundredor  in  an  action 
upon  tiie  statute  of  Wilton^  was  not  admitted  to  tes^ 
tify ;  but  this  over-rigid  juridical  practice  has  been 
Icmg  since  done  away  by  the  statute  of  George  11. 
chap.  16. 

It  was  never  decided,  only  doubted^  whether  an  in- 
habitant of  a  County  could  not  be  a  witness  on  an 
indictment  for  not  repairing  a  bridge. 
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Selectmen         The  triith  is,  the  best  systematic  writers  uifbrm 

J;,,  'b.        us,  "  that  no  general  rule  can  be  laid  dovm,  but  that 

'  every  case  must  stand  on  its  own  particular  dffcum* 

stances,  whether  the  interest  be  of  that  nature,  or  so 

considerable  as  by  presumption  to  produce  partistiCjr 

in  the  witness."  Bac.  Abr.  voU  2.  p.  589. 

But  how  do  the  decisions  respecting  the  compe^ 
tency  of  witnesses  apply  in  this  case  ? 

Is  there  not  a  wide  difference  in  the  caution  to  be 
observed  by  the  Court  in  the  admission  of  a  witness, 
whose  interest,  however  remote,  or  whose  prejudices, 
imbibed  by  living  in  the  litigating  corporation,  might 
imperceptibly  to  himself  bias  him  to  give  a  ccJoiiring 
to  his  testimony,  and  the  caution  to  be  observed  l^ 
the  Court  respecting  an  officer  doing  a  mere  minis* 
terial  act. 

If  the  process  had  been  by  attachment,  it  might 
•  possibly  be  said  to  be  unsafe  to  put  the  person  or 

property  of  the  defendant  under  the  control  of  an  in- 
habitant of  the  corporation :  but  here  the  service  was 
by  summons. 

Smith.  We  consider  the  rules  of  law  respecting 
the  competency  of  witneshes  as  relative  to  their  in- 
terest in  the  success  of  a  cause,  to  apply  forcibly 
for  the  purpose  to  which  they  were  cited,  which  is 
merely  to  sliew  the  quantum  of  interest  which  the 
law  regards ;  and  we  learn  that  the  law  notices  an  in- 
terest in  action  upon  the  statute  of  fTilton^  much 
more  remote  than  that  now  in  question.  The  officer 
in  the  present  cafee  is  a  man  of  property,  and  renders 
a  considerable  tax  to  the  corporation :  but  it  is  laid 
down  in  the  books^  that  though  the  hundredor  be 
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pooTf  and  paj^  no  taxes  or  parish  duties,  he  shalfstill     Setoctnea 
be  excluded,  for  when  the  money  comes  to  be  levied       Jacob. 
he  may  be  worth  something.  — — 

It  is  objected,  that  the  common  law  practice  under 
ikm  statute  has  been  done  away  by  the  statute  of 
George  11.  c«  16.  A  question  of  magnitude  might 
Jbere  arise,  how  far  the  common  law  brougtit.by  our 
JEngRsh  ancestors  into  this  country,  can  be  controlled 
by  a  Brittah  statute,  passed  more  than  a  century  after 
their  emigration.  If  this  be  the  case,  the  British 
Parliament  have^  notwithstanding  our  declaration  of 
independence,  a  power  to  alter  our  common  law  at 
will.  The  act  of  our  Legislature  adopts  the  common 
and  not  the  statute  laws  of  England. 

It  is  further  objected,  that  the  officer's  interest 
cannot  have  so  prejudicial  an  effect  as  in  the  case  of 
a  witness.  We  reply,  that  the  legislative  will  must 
decide  this.  The  statute  must  govern ;  and  it  is  ma- 
nifest, from  an  investigation  of  it,  that  it  pins  the 
sheriflf's  mcapacity  upon  his  interest^  and  that  it 
draws  no  distinction  between  a  greater  and  smaller 
measure  of  interest.  The  expression  respecting  she- 
riff '&  incapacity  is,  "  are  parties  or  interested^^^  in  the' 
first  link  of  the  copula,  "  are  partiesy^  meant  to  de- 
signate  a  chief,  principal,  personal  interest;  and  if 
the  statute  had  stopped  here,  the  construction  con- 
tended for  by  our  opponents  would  have  been  cor- 
rect ;  but  by  the  addition  of  the  word  "  interested^^^ 
the  statute  includes  all  interest,  however  remote. 
Further,  "  where  both  sheriff  and  constable  are  parties 
or  interested,"  seem  to  contemplate  this  very  case. 

The  provision  for  some  **  disinterested  constable 
within  the  County^^^  obviously  implies,  that  all  the 
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saectmeo     constables  within  the  County  may  be   inlocatod, 

jft^ob.       which  would  be  the  caae  if  an  action  should  be  insd- 

— ~"""~'~  tuted  against  the  County.    This  would  impBcate  in 

{nterest  the  sheriff  and  hig^  bailiff,  and  their  respec- 
tive departments  with  all  the  inhabit^ts  of  the  Coun- 
ty. Now  if  the  Leg^lature  considered  that  there  is 
some  existing  remote  interest  in  the  officers  df  the 
County  and  of  its  several  4x)wns,  which  would  not 
incapacitate  them  from  serving  process  against  the 
County,  why  did  they  provide,  that  in  case  these  offi* 
cers  were  interested,  the  writ  should  be  sdrved  t^' 
some  indifferent  person. 

Per  Curiam.  The  Court  cannot  perceive  the  ana- 
logy  between  the  interest  which  will  exclude  a  per- 
son  from  testifying,  and  that  which  will  incapacitate 
an  officer  from  serving  process.  The  interest  of  the 
officer  seems  so  remote,  that  it  could  not  disqualify 
him  from  serving  the  writ. 

Judgment  that  writ  does  not  abate.  ' 

Amasa  Paine  and  /•  ff.  Hubbard^  for  plaintifl&« 
Jacob  Smithy  for  defendant. 
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ENOCH  WOODBRIDGEj  Chief  Judge. 
^TOAH  SMITHy  AsMiaru  Judge. 


John  Lazell,  AppeUec, 

against 

PiNNicK  and  Matsok, 

Administrators  on  the  estate  of  Daniel  Giljcak, 

deceased,  intestate^ 

THIS  was  an  action  of  assumpsit  to  recover  the    The  adminis- 

^     #•  _^  •  a."  1  tnttor   on    the 

amount  of  a  certam  execution  and  extra  costs.  esute  of  an  in- 

Geftieral  issue  pleaded,  and  trial  by  the  Jury.  JJJ^  .ST'hU 

insanity  in  en- 
dence  in  avoid- 

Jacob  Smith,  for  the  plaintiff,  stated,  that  Gi&ert  J^<»fu»«»- 
and  Boot  were  prisoners  for  debt  in  Orange  County- 
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gaol ;  that  during  their  close  confinement  they  pro- 
duced a  memorandum  in  writing  signed  by  the  in- 
testate Daniel  Gtlman^  by  v^hich  he  promised  to  in- 
demnify any  person  who  would  become  bail  for 
these  prisoners  for  the  liberties  of  the  gaol  yard  ;  that 
relying  upon  the  promise  in  the  memorandum,  the 
plaintiflF  executed  the  bail-bond;  Gilbert  and  Root 
departed  the  liberties  of  the  prison ;  suit  was  com- 
menced on  the  bail-bond,  judgment  rendered  and 
execution  issued  against  the  plaintiff,  which  he  had 
satisfied  at  great  cost  and  expense. 


Daniel  Buck,  for  the  administrator,  conceded  a  re- 
gular judgment  against  Gilbert  and  Rooty  and  that 
they  were  prisoners  legally  committed  to  the  Orange 
County  gaol ;  that  the  memorandum  was  signed  by 
Gilmany  had  been  exhibited  by  the  prisoners  to  La- 
zelly  the  plaintiff;  that  the  plaintiff  had  become  bail 
for  Gilbert  and  Root^  for  the  liberties  of  the  prison ; 
that  the  prisoners  had  departed  the  liberties,  the  bail- 
bond  had  been  prosecuted,  and  that  the  plaintiff  had 
satisfied  the,  judgment.  But  he  stated,  that  at  the 
time  of  making  the  memorandum,  Gilbert,  the  intes- 
tate, was  non  cowposy  and  offered  to  produce  w  it- 
nesses  to  prove  it, 

Charles  Marsh,  for  the  plaintiff,  objected  to  the 
admission  of  tlie  witnesses,  insistinc:  that  bv  law  no 
man  was  allowed  to  stuhifv  himself,  and  read  Pmvell 
on  Contracts,  pages  14.  and  17.  and  said  he  saw  no 
distinction  between  a  person's  being  disallowed  to 
stultify  himself,  and  his  administrators  being  estop- 
ped.   He  observed,  diat  die  law  had  not  pointed  out 
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the  degree  of  inaanity,  and  argued  the  lajury  that       LazeU 
would  arise  from  a  person's  possessing  the  power    Pinnick  and 
to  stultify  himself,  or  anticipating  that  his  heir  or  ad-  ' 

ministrator  may  have  the  power  to  avoid  his  con- 
tracts. The  admission  of  evidence  to  shew  the  insa- 
nity of  the  intestate,  would  operate  with  peculiar  se- 
verity upon  his  client ;  for  admittmg  the  insanity  of 
GUman^  it  had  not  been  even  suggested  that  the 
plaintiff  was  privy  to  it,  or  particepi  in  any  imposi- 
tion upon  the  intestate. 

Buck  cited  Blacksttm^s  Commentaries^  Bellas  Phi- 
ladelphia edition,  1771,  vol.  2.  p.  291,  292.  by  which 
he  said  it  appeared,  that  although  the  doctrine,  that  a 
man  shall  not  be  allowed  to  stultify  himself,  is  recog- 
nised as  anciently  holden,  yet  it  was  allowed  to  be 
founded  on  *^  loose  authorities ;"  and  although  it  had 
been  handed  down  as  settled  law  from  the  time  of 
Henry  VL  yet  '^  later  opinions,  feeling  the  inconve* 
nience,  have  in  many  points  endeavoured  to  restraill 
it."  But  Judge  Bkckstone  says,  that  "  clearly  the 
next  heir  or  other  person  interested,  may,  after  the 
death  of  the  idiot  or  non  compos^  take  advaatage  of 
his  incapacity,  and  avoid  the  grant." 

He  also  proceeded  to  read  sundry  passages  from 
Powell  on  Contracts^  observing  that  his  opponent  had 
garbled  the  text ;  but  was  interrupted  by  ^ 


The  Chief  Justice.  Too  much  time  should  not 
be  consumed  by  counsel  in  arguing  points  so  clear 
and  so  repeatedly  decided.  It  has  been  ruled  by  this 
Court,  that  even  where  a  person  was  made  drunken| 
and  enticed  to  sign  a  promissory  note,  he  was  after- 
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wards  permitted  to  give  evidence  of  die  &et^  and 
thus  avoided  it.  I'he  English  aiithoriues  go  no  far- 
ther than  to  estop  a  person  from  stahifyingiUiitf«^ 
The  rule  is  never  extended  to  the  heirs,  executors  er 
administrator& 


Smith,  Judge,  concurred  in  opinion  wid&  die 
Chief  Judge;  and  witnesses  to  prove  the  insanity  of 
the  intestate  at  the  time  of  signii^  the  memorandum) 
were  admitted. 

Verdict  for  the  defendant. 

Charles  Marshy  for  the  plaiatiSl 
Daniel  Buck^  for  the  defendant. 


Lemuel  Orcutt,  ex  dem.  Joshua  Warnex, 

against 
Jonathan  Carpenter,  Tenant. 


If  a  petit  juror 
is  qimlified  by 
being    a    free- 
faoider  when 
put  into  the 
town  jurj'-box, 
bis    divesting 
bimself  of  his 
freehold  before 
drawn  and  sum- 
moned   cannot 
be  taken  advan- 
tage   of    after 
verdict,    but 
should   have 
been    objected 
in  cbalienge. 


MOTION  for  new  trial.  Verdict  for  defendant 
in  ejectment. 

And  now,  after  verdict,  and  before  judgment  had 
and  rendered  thereon,  the  plaintiff  in  said  action 
comes  and  moves  the  Court  here,  that  the  verdict 
given  upon  the  trial  of  said  cause  may  be  set  aside, 
and  that  no  judgment  may  be  rendered  thereon*  Be* 
cause  he  says. 
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That  one  of  the  jurors  of  the  panel  who  tried  said       Ommtt 
caitae,  at  the  time  oi  trial  and  giving  in  said  verdict,     Carpenter. 
was  not  a  freeholder  in  said  County  of  Orange^  a&  by    " 
law  he  ought  to  have  been* 

Also,  for  that  some  juror  or  jurors  of  the  panel 
who  tried  said  cause  and  gave  theiir  verdict  therein, 
after  the  said  cause  was  by  the  Court  delivered  to  the 
said  l\ny  in  charge  to  try  the  issue  thereof,  and  be- 
Ibre  said  verdict  was  delivered  into  Court,  did  con- 
verse and  speak  with  others  not  of  the  panel  afore- 
said, of  and  concerning  said  cause,  and  did  enter  into 
arguments  and  conversation  with  them  upon  the  me- 
rits of  said  cause,  how  and  in  what  manner  the  san>e 
ought  to  be  determined,  and  how  and  in  what  way 
said  verdict  ou^  to  go  and  be  given. 

Also  £6r  that  some  juror  or  jurors  of  the  panel 
aforesaid,  after  said  cause  was  given  to  the  Jury  in 
charge  by  the  Court,  did  divulge,  make  known  and 
publish  said  verdict  to  others  not  of  the  Jury,  by- 
means  whereof  said  verdict  was  known  to  the  de- 
fendant in  said  cause  before  the  same  was  rendei^ 
]R  Court, 

Wlicrefcre  it  is  ordered  by  the  Court  here,  that 
the  counsel  for  the  defendant  in  said  cause  shew 
cause,  if  any  they  have,  why  said  verdict  should  not 
be  set  aside,  and  a  new  trial  granted. 

^  By  order  of  Court, 

Isaac  Bailey^  Clerk. 

JaetA  Smithy  for  the  phdntiiF,  in  support  of  the 
motion,  made  two  points : 
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orcatt  First  That  one  of  the  Jury,  at  the  time  of  the  trial 

Carpenter,     and  delivery  of  aaid  verdict  in  Court,  was  not  a  free- 
"^^  "^  holder  within  the  County. 

If  a  petit  juror      Secondly.    That  certaui  of  the  jurors  divulged 
tion  discloses  their  vcrdict  before  it  was  delivered  in  Court. 
Terdicr  ^iore      As  to  the  first  poiut :   It  was  conceded,  that  7%o- 
in  cS>urt!*u  wm  ^^  ^-  Trussdate,  foreman  of  the  Jury,  was  a  free- 
be  consuiered   ^oldcr  within  the  County  when  his  name  was  put 

as  a  gross  vio-  •  *"  ^  r 

ution  of  his  c»f-  into  the  jury-box  in  FairleCy  but  not  a  frediolder 

ficial  oath,  and  j      .r  ^^  •         r    i_ 

tiie  verdict  on  when  &ummoned>  or  at  the  time  of  the  trial  of  the 

motion  will  be  . 

set  »9id&  issue. 

I 

As  to  the  second  point ;  It  appeared  in  evidence, 
that  the  Jury  had  retired  for  consultation  to  a  private 
room  in  a  public  house ;  that  after  they  had  agreed 
upon  and  sealed  up  their  verdict,  Swazy^  one  of  the 
Jurors,  as  he  was  passing  through  the  bar-room,  was 
attentive  to  a  conversation  between  the  deponent  and 
another  person.  Deponent  observed,  that  he  had  bet 
a  glass  of  bitters  that  the  plaintiff  would  have  a  ver« 
diet  in  his  favour.  Sv>azy  observed.  You  had  better 
pay  your  bet. 

PiUburif^  another  witness,  testified,  that  l)p  had 
conversed  with  another  of  the  jurors  after  they  had 
agreed  on  their  verdict,  near  the  same  place;  and 
though  he  could  not  particularize  the  conversation, 
he  obtained  sufficient  information  from  the  yoxKx  to 
convince  hipi  which  way  the  Jury  had  determined 
the  cause. 

■ 

Smiths   The  qualifications  of  both  petit  jurors  and 
talesmen  are  pomted  out  by  the  statute. 
Vermont  Stat.        Sectiou  58.  of  the  judiciary  act,  directs,  ^^  that  the 

clerks  of  the  County  Courts,  and  of  the  Suprein^ 
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Court  of  Judicature  respectively,  shall  issue  ^  venire       Orcntt 
directed  to  the  sheriff  of  their  respective  Counties,     Cirpenter. 
or  his  deputy,  commanding  him  to  summon  fifteen  — ^— — — 
judicious  men,  being  Jreeholders  within  said  County^ 
to  serve  as  petit  jurors  in  the  Court  mentioned  in 
said  venhreJ^^ 

Section  63.  "  That  when  it  shall  so  happen  that  a  remumt  sut 
sufficient  number  of  jurors  summoned  as  aforesaid  ^ 
do  not  appear,  or  if  by  reason  of  challenges  or  other- 
causes  there  shall  not  be  a  sufficient  number  of  jurors 
to  make  up  the  panel  or  panels,  the  Court  shall  order 
the  sheriff  or  other  officer  to  fill  up  such  Jury  or  Ju- 
lies  by  summoning,  either  with  or  without  a  preciept, 
a  sufficient  number  of  judicious  men,  being  free- 
holders of  the  vicinity.'^ 

Section  5.  of  the  act  regulating  town  meetings,  ib.p.40^. 
8tc.  provides,  **  that  Ae  selectmen,  constable  or  con- 
stables, town  clerk,  and  such  magistrates  of  the  town 
who  may  be  present,  fat  such  meetings  J  shall  agree 
upon  such  number  of  jucScious  and  discreet  free- 
holders^  to  serve  as  grand  jurors  and  petit  Jurors  ^  as 
they  shall  judge  will  be  the  proportion  of  said  town, 
to  attend  the  Supreme  Court  of  Judicature  and  Coun- 
ty  Courts,  the  year  ensuing ;  which  member  shall  be 
nominated  by  said  authority,  and  chosen  by  the  inha- 
bitants present ;  and  it  is  hereby  made  the  duty  of 
the  town  clerk  to  write  the  names  of  the  persons  so 
chosen  on  separate  pieces,  and  put  them  into  different 
bodies,  to  be  kept  in  his  office,  provided  at  the  ex- 
pense of  the  to%vn  for  that  purpose. 

By  the  same  63d  section  of  the  judiciary  acf  it  is 
provided,  that  the  sheriff  to  whom  the  venire  is  di- 
rected "  shall  repair  to  the  town  clerk's  office  in  every 
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such  totfn,  and  in  his  presence,  or,  in  case  he  ^sdtt  be 
absent,  in  presence  of  one  or  more  of  the  selectmen 
of  such  town,  draw  out  of  the  box  containing  the 
names  of  the  persons  nominated  by  the  authority  of 
such  town,  to  serrc  as  petit  jurors,  the  nimiber  his 
venire  directs  him  to  summon." 

Here  we  see,  that  wherever  the  statute  touches  on 
the  qualifications  of  petit  jurors,  it  is  made  indispen- 
sable that  they  should  ht  freeholders.  7'he  only  ques- 
tion which  the  subtle  ingenuity  of  our  opponents  can 
make  on  this  point  will  be  a  mere  question  of  time. 
Ought  this  disqualification  in  the  foreman  to  have 
been  taken  advantage  of  in  challenge,  and  is  it  too 
late  to  do  it  on  the  present  motion  after  verdict  f 

We  .shall  shew  from  the  books,  that  exception  to 
a  juror  ftwr  want  of  freehold  is  so  radical  that  we  can 
avail  ourselves  of  it  at  any  time,  and*  that  the  more 
usual  mode  has  been  to  except  after  verdict.  Earned 

§ 

JSotes^  p.  453.  Norman  v.  Beaumont^  and  p.  455. 
Russell  V.  Ball. 

Our  second  point  is  so  clear,  tliat  we  shall  be  very 
brief  iij^^ur  remarks  upon  it.  We  shall  merely  read 
a  section  of  the  juror's  oath :  "  Your  own  counsei 
and  that  of  your  fellows  you  will  duly  observe  and 
keep  :  you  will  say  nothing  to  any  person  of  tlie  bii- 
siness  and  matters  you  have  ip  charge  but  to  your 
fellow  jurors^  nor  will  you  suffer  any  one  to  speak  to» 
you  about  the  same  but  in  Court ;  and  when  you 
liave  agreed  on  a  verdict  you  will  keep  it  secret  until 
you  deliver  it  in  Court." 

Wlfence  tlic  repeated  injunction  in  this  path  to 
pieserve  the  consultatiows  and  verdict  of  the  Jury  aft 
inviolable  secret  until  published  in  open  court,  but 
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because  the  Legidature  conceived  that  theviost  in-       Oreon 
jurious  congeqiienees  to  parties  would  flow  from  a     Carpenttf. 
premature  deveiopmeot  of  their  proceediogs  ?    And  " 
ahall  we  be  wiser  than  the  bw,  and  conclude,  that 
•  what  it  has  considered  important  is  of  no  moment  f 

Where  the  law  has  prescribed  a  duty,  especialty 
to  officers  of  a  court  of  justice,  it  is  necessary  to  en- 
fi^ce  a  rigid  performance  of  it ;  for  a  small  deviation 
from  a  line  of  duty  prescribed  leads  to  a  greater,  and 
ao  on  until  the  law  is  done  aivay.  In  the  present  in- 
stance, let  this  Court  simction  the  intimation  given  by 
the  jurors  of  the  result  of  their  verdict,  and  future 
jurors  will  proceed  from  intimations  to  consultations 
w^ith  the  parties,  and  bribery  and  corruption  will 
eventually  ensue. 

Though  we  do  not  read  it  as  an  authority,  we  shall 
cite  the  opinion  held  on  this  subject  in  a  respectable 
neighbouring  State*  Swtft^s  System^  vol.  2«  252. 

.    Nathaniel  Chipman^  against  the  motion. 

As  to  the  first  point,  it  stands  upon  the  statement 
the  juror  was  a  freeholder  in  Fairiee  at  the  time  bis 
name  was  put  into  the  jury-box  by  the  town  clerk, 
but  when  summoned  and  swcM'n  as  a  juror,  not  a  free- 
holder. 

The  statute  requires  jurors  to  be  freeholders,  and 
■dnt  the  town  clerk  shall  put  the  names  of  such  elect- 
ed by  the  town  upon  tlie  nomination  of  the  authority 
into  the  box.  Here  all  that  was  required  of  the  town 
-or  town  clerk  was  done  ;  and  the  question  is,  whether 
^hat  was  after  done  disqualified  the  juror.  *Thi» 
must  depend  on  the  strict  provision  of  the  law.  Cer-  - 
tainly  the  juror,  by  losing  his  estate,  did  not  lose  his 
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Orcatt  judgment.  Had  the  town  clerk  miy  exercise  of  jiidg- 
Carpenter,  metit  in  this  case  ?  Could  he  have  taken  the  juror'st 
name  from  the  box  after  he  had  divested  hitnself  ctf 
his  estate  ?  Suppose  the  town  derk  in  this  case  might 
be  mistaken,  would  not  the  ver}'  exercise  of  his  ju^- 
ment  go  to  the  packing  of  jurors.  Should  not  this 
judgment  rathef  be  exercised  by  the  Court  ?  At  what 
time  should  the  Court  exercise  this  judgment?  Sure- 
ly it  would  be  dangerous  ft>  do  it  after  verdict ;  and 
though  true  it  b  the  party  migltf  not  know  that  the 
juror  had  thus  divested  himself  of  his  freehold,  he 
might  be  induced,  from  his  interest  in  the  cause^  to 
make  inquiry,  and  upon  such  disqualificadon  being 
discovered,  would  prefer  his  exception  at  die  time 
allowed  for  challenge. 

Here  is  no  corruption  in  the  juror ;  nothing  at- 
tempted to  be  shewn,  that  the  verdict  of  the  Juqr 
would  have  been  different  if  the  supposed  disqualified 
juror  had  not  been  on  the  panel. 

The  cases  cited  from  Barneses  Notes  do  not  apply. 

In  the  case  of  Norman  and  Beaumont^  a  perscm  an- 
swered to  a  wrong  name,  and  was  not  originaUy  re- 
turned.  So  in  the  other  case  of  Russell  v.  Ball,  the 
son  answered  for  the  father,  and  was  not  originally  a 
juryman. 

The  principle  is,  that  where  a  person  cpmes  on  the 
Jury  surreptitiously,  and  is  not  of  the  original  panels 
he  shall  be  set  aside.  But  in  this  instance,  he,  the 
very  man,  was  put  into  the  box  by  the  town,  drawn 
by  the  clerk,  summoned  by  the  sheriff,  and  sworn  in 
Coult.  Here  was  no  surreptitious  conduct.  li'  a  per- 
son put  into  the  box  should  be  indicted,  convicted 
and  punished  for  an  in£unous  crime,  and  then  drawn. 
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sammoned  and  sworn  here,  would  be  a  moral  disqua-       Oreutt 
lification,  and  undoubtedly  advantage  would  be  taken     Carpenter. 
of  it ;  but  in  this  case  there  is  no  turpitude.  — .i— — 

The  depositions  read  in  supp(Mt  of  the  sec(»ul 
point  do  not  go  to  shew  any  divulging  of  the  verdict. 

Pilsbury  deposes  as  to  a  conversation  which  he 
cannot  detail,  but  whence  he  guessed  a  conclusion 
that  the  verdict  was  for  the  defendant ;  and  so  of  the 
bet  of  a  glass  of  bitters.  Could  this  have  any  effect 
upon  a  verdict  already  sealed  up  ?  If  so,  it  must  be 
from  the  jurors  discovering  by  their  conduct  such 
partiality  as  had  heretofore  disqualified  them  from 
sitting  in  the  cause,  or  that  it  woiild  disqualify  them 
from  sitting  if  the  Court  should  have  sent  them  to  a 
reconsideration)  which  cannot  be  pretended. 

Daniel  Budkj  in  support  of  the  motion^ 
If  trial  by  Jury  is  a  common  law  right,  regulated 
by  statute  both  in  Great-Britain  and  here,  the  reason- 
ings upon  the  subject  which  operate  there  will  apply 
here  with  equal  force.  The  cases  in  Barneses  Ab/ev, 
though  they  exhibit  instances  of  persons  sitting  on 
Juries,  who  were  not  originally  in  the  venire^  yet  the 
reasonings  on  those  cases  go  to  shew,  that  the  objec- 
tion  there  prevalent  would  have  equally  applied  to 
those  jurors  returned  on  the  venire. 

It  is  here  stated,  that  at  the  time  of  the  trial  one  of 
the  panel  had  not  the  requisite  qualifications  of  a  ju- 
ror :  consequently  there  were  but  eleven  jurors  who 
returned  the  verdict  into  Court.  It  is  certainly  iipt 
only  necessary  that  the  juror  should  be  a  freeholder 
at  the  time  of  being  put  into  the  box,  but  at  the  time 
erf  trial.    This  app<^ars  from  the  statute  requiring  that 

33 


t 


CASES 


DETERMIKED  IN  THE 


SUPREME  COURT  OF  JUDICATURE 


or   THE 


STATE  OF  VERMONT, 


CALEDONIA  COUNTY,  SEPTEMBER  TERM, 

A.  D.  1801. 


ENOCH  WOODBRIDGE,  Cfdef  Judge,. 
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State  against  A.  W. 
On  aa  indict-      THIS  was  an  indictment  for  foi^g  a  promissoir 

ment    for    for-  ^ 

gery  under  the  notc  contra  formam  statutu 

the  act^foMhe      O^i  trial  the  promisor  of  the  note  was  offered  as  a 

SnXiui  ^i^^^^^  ^^  behalf  Of  the  State. 

«nd  other  hi^ 
crimes  and  mis- 
demeanors, the       The  counsel  for  the  prisoner  objected  to  his  com- 

promisor  or#a  *■  •' 

note  alleged  by  pCtenCV. 
the  Grand  Jury  *^  '^ 

to  have  been       It  has  been  uniformly  decided,  that  on  an  indict* 

ibrged,  cannot  n     r  i        i_««inr»  «^i 

be  admitted  as  mcnt  tor  foTgery  under  the  5th  Eaz,  c«  14.  the  person 

a  witJiess. 
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injured,  or,  as  the  statute  expresses  it,  aggrieved,        ***** 
by  the  forgery,  cannot  be  a  witness  on  the  trial.  The       a.  w. 
reason  is  given  by  Sergeant  Hawkins  in  his  Pleas  of 
the  Crowfij  vol.  2.  c.  46.  because  he  may  have  an 
action  on  the  statute. 

Our  statute  against  forgery  is  grounded  on  the  sta-  Vermont  sut. 
tute  of  Elizabeth,  combining  the  2d  and  7th  of  Geo. 
11.  c.  25.  and  22.  excepting  the  punishment- of  death  J 

and  certain  provisoes  relative  to  the  proceedings  of  i 

the  English  Ecclesiastical  Courts.  Like  the  statute 
of  Elizabeth  it  gives  a  compensation  to  tlie  party 
grieved;  and  we  therefore  consider  the  payer  of  a  note 
said  to  be  forged  cannot  be  admitted  as  a  witness  in 
the  prosecution  of  him  who  is  charged  with  the  for- 

ger}% 

% 

Per  Curiam.  It  has  been  invariably  decided  in 
this  Court,  that  **  the  party  aggrieved^"*  by  a  forger}* 
cannot  be  a  witness  against  a  person  indicted  for  the 
crime.  It  is  a  general  rule,  that  where  the  law  gives 
a  compensation  to  the  sufferer  by  a  crime,  the  person 
injured  cannot  be  admitted  as  a  witness  to  convict  the 
accused.  It  is  no  exception  to  this  rule,  that  the 
person  from  whom  goods  are  stolen,  though  entitled 
to  treble  damages  by  the  statute,  may  be  admitted  to 
testify  on  the  trial  of  one  charged  with  tlie  theft; 
for  he  is  only  permitted  to  testify  as  to  the  possession 
and  loss  of  property,  not  that  the  accused  stole  it,  or 
that  it  was  found  in  his  possession,  or  indeed  to  any 
other  circumstances,  which  may  go  to  culpate  the  . 
person  on  trial ;  and  this  ex  necessitate  rei;  for  the 
possession  and  loss  of  valuable  property,  money  for 
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State        instance,   may   be  frequently  only  known   to  Ae 
A.  w.       ownen 


Witness  incompetent. 

Verdict  not  gViilty. 

fFilRam  Mattocks,  for  the  State. 
Tyler y  for  the  defendant. 


Jacob  Davis, 
Assignee  of  the  Sheriff  of  Chittenden  County, 

against 
Mathew  Cole  and  Alpheus  Mansfield. 

The  surrepti-  THE  plaintiff  declared  on  a  bail-bond  dated  Ja- 
in^ of  a  bond  tiuartf,  1799,  executed  by  the  defendants  to  the  she- 
^caded  in  bar.  "ffj  for  the  admitting  Cole,  then  a  prisoner  at  the  suit 

of  the  plaintiff,  to  the  liberties  of  the  gaol  yard ;  bond 

assigned  20th  November,  1799,  and  escape  alleged 

before  the  assignment. 

Plea  in  bar,  that  the  bond  was  in  fact  executed  1st 

November,  1800,  but  antedated  to  January,  1799. 
To  this  plea,  plaintiff  demurred,  and  took  several 

exceptions.    That  principally  relied  upon  was,  that 

the  defence  should  have  been  by  pleading  the  general 

issue,  and  not  in  bar« 

Counsel  for  the  plaintiff.     This  is  a  matter  of  fact, 
whether  the  bond  was  antedated  or  not,  and  should. 
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consistently  with  all  rules  of  practice,  have  been  in- 
quired of  by  the  Jury  under  the  plea  of  non  est  Cole  and  Mwi- 

field. 

Jactum.  . 

When  the  defence  consists  of  matters  in  law,  the 

« 

defendant  may  plead  specially ;  but  where  it  is  purely 
fact  the  general  issue  must  be  pleaded*  JBac.  Abr. 
voL  5.  p.  370. 

Sedper  Curiam.  The  only  reason  assigned  in  the 
books  why  the  general  issue  must  be  pleaded  in  pre- 
ference to  a  special  plea,  is  not  for  the  insiffficiency  of 
the  plea,  but  because  the  plea  in  bar  tends  to  swell 
the  records.  It  is  observable,  that  though  the  plea 
in  bar  concludes  to  the  Courts  yet  the  plaintiff  is 
abridged  of  no  rights  by  it ;  for  he  may  traverse  the 
fact  alleged  in  bar  as  in  the  present  case  he  may  have 
traversed  the  antedating  of  the  bond,  and  this  would 
draw  the  point  to  the  consideration  of  the  Juiy. 


Flea  in  bar  sufficient. 


John  Mattoeksy  for  plaintiff. 
Tyler^  for  defendant. 
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Peasely 

V. 

Buckminster. 

j£D£DiAH  Peasely  Ggainst  William  Buck 

MINSTER. 


The  extra  ex-      ERROR.     This  writ  was  brought  to  reverse  a 

pense    in   pro-  ^ 

curing  wit-     judgment  rendered  by  the  County  Court,  Caledonia 

nesses  and  em-  J       •^ 

pioyinff'  coun-  County,  June  term,  1801. 

spent  and  mo-  .    Oyer  of  the  record  craved,  and  plea  in  nuUo  est 

Tiey  necessarily 

expended    in      erratum. 

suit^'^re  *^not        The  history  of  the  cause,  and  the  error  assigned, 
1^"  th^^^^tem  ^^y  ^  collected  from  the  bill  of  exceptions  spread 

*;  intervaiing^        qH  the  rCCOrd. 
daynaget,*   in- 
serted in  Uie      The  bill  states,  that  Peasely^  on  the  2d  DecenAer^ 

condition    of  .  \.    ^  t 

the  recogni-     1800,  commcDced  an  action  of  debt  on  recognisance 
view.  against  the  defendant  in  error  and  one  Paul  Spoanery 

writ  returnable  to  Caledonia  County  Court,  January 
term,  1801,  demanding  1,000  dollars,  which  they 
jointly  and  severally  owed,  &c  for  that,  on  the  19th 
of  July^  1797,  Buckminster  attached  Peasely  to  an- 
swer in  an  action  of  trespass,  and  entered  his  writ  «/a- 
ptuary  term,  1798 ;  which  action  was  continued  from 
term  to  term  until  the  January  term,  1799 ;  at  which 
term  Buckminster  recovered  judgment  against  Pease- 
ly,  from  which  judgment  Peasely  appealed  to  the  Su- 
preme Court,  1799;  at  which  term  Peasely  recovered 
judgment  for  his  costs  against  Buckminster^  and  the 
latter  reviewed  the  cause.  "  And  on  that  occasion,  as 
surety  to  the  said  Jedediah  that  the  said  Buckminster 
should  prosecute  his  review  to  eflPect,  and  answer  and 
pay  all  intervening  damages  and  costs,  incase  judgment 
should  be  affirmed,"  Buckminster-  and  Spooner  en- 
tered into  the  recognisance.    That  at  the  September 
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term  of  the  Supreme  Court,  1 800,  BuekminsM  suf-  ttwAf 
fered  a  nonsuit,  and  thereby  did  not  prosecute  his  BackmimteA 
review  to  efiect,  and  the  recognisance  became  for-  **^ 
feited,  8cc.  Nmt  est  as  to  Paul  S^omer.  That  Peasebf 
Isntered  his  action  upon  the  recognisance  against 
Suekmmster,  who  sufiered  ^a  default  to  be  heard  ih 
tile  iissesstrient  of  damages.  And  now,  at  tte  County 
Court  holden  at  Danville^  within  and  for  the  County 
of  Caledonia^  June  term,  1801,  on  motion  of  the  plain- 
tiff Peasely^  a  Jury  was  impanelled  to  assess  the  da- 
mages in  said  cause,  and  said  Buckminster  was  per- 
mitted by  the  Court  to  be  heard  in  assessment  of 
damages ;  and  while  the  cause  was  on  trial  upon  the 
assessment  aforesaid,  the  said  Jedediah  Peasely  of-* 
fered  to  produce  one  Abner  Hunt  and  one  Thomas 
Daw  to  testify  and  prove,  that  after  review  in  the 
original  catise  by  the  said  fFil&am  Buckminster^  and 
before  and  at  the  next  Court  to  which  said  cause  was 
reviewed,  and  at  which  said  Buckminster  suffered  a 
nonsuit,  the  said  Jedediah  was  at  great  expense  in 
procuring  witnesses  and  employing  counsel^  and  was 
at  great  charge  in  time  spent  and  money  laid^  neceS" 
sarily  hid  out  in  preparing  to  dejend  in  said  cause^ 
besides  his  fee-hill  costs,  which-the  said  Jedediah  said 
were  intervening  damages^  according  to  the  statute 
In  that  case  vaikAt  and  provided.  To  which  it  was 
dbjeoted,  that  the  kitervening  damages  to  be  inquired 
after  were  Mch  only  aa  were  occasioned  by  said 
JedeAah's  being  delayed  in  recovering  the  sum  for 
Wludi  he  had  recovered  judgment  against  said  /FtA 
Uam  Buckminster^  »id  not  such  extra  costs  and  trou- 
ble as  were  not  recognised  in  the  fee-bill,  and  there* 
fore  that  the  evidence  offered  was  not  pertinent  to  the 
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Peasei^      inquky.    Nevertheless  the  said  Jede(Uah  did  innstv 
fiuckmUi«t«r.    that  such  evidence  ought  to  be  received  by  sakt   * 
'  Courty  and  suflFered  to  go  to  the  Jury,  whiph  the 

Court  liere  refused  to  permit  or  admit,  and  declared 
their  opinion  here,  that  the  said  matters  here  on  the 
part  of  the  said  Jedediah  produced,  ought  not  to  be 
given  in  evidence.  Whereupon  the  Jury  here  find 
nominal  damages  only,  to  wit,  the  sum  of  five  cents* 
Whereupon  the  counsel  on  the  part  of  the  said  Jede- 
diah^ because  the  matters  aforesaid,  offered  by  the  ^ 
said  Jedediali  to  be  given  in  evidence  as  afixesaid,/ 
do  not  appear  by  the  verdict:  of  the  Jury  afon&said,' 
the  said  Jedediah  requests  of  the  Justices  a£6resaid,  of 
the  Court  aforesaid,  according  to  the  form  of  the 
statute  in  such  case  made  and  provided,,  this  bill  of 
exceptions,  which  contains  the  matters  aforesaid  by 
the  said  Jedediah  ready  to  be  given  in  evidence  as 
aforesaid,  and  by  the  Court  aforesaid  rejected.  To 
which  bill  of  exceptions  the  Justices  of  the  Court 
aforesaid,  that  is  to  say  two  of  them,  being  a  quorum, 
of  said  Court,  at  the  request  of  the  said  Jedediahy 
have  in  open  Court,  this  sixth  day  of  the  term,  an- 
nexed our  .official  signatures  and  seals. 

fFUliam  Chamberlain. 
John  W*  Chandler. 

The  question  is,  has  error  intervened  from  the  ex- 
elusion  of  the  testimony  offered  on  the  assessment  of 
damages  by  the  Jury  in  the  County  Court. 

It  is  conceded,  that  Peasely  had  taken  out  his  writ 
of  execution  upon  the  judgment  fc»*  his  costs  cm  noii« 
suit,  which  has  been  returned  fully  satisfied.^ 
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Per  Curiam.  The  Court  have  so  repeatedly  pven 
Aeir  opinion  on  this  point,  that  they  decline  hearing- 
:argunient,  considering  it  as  settled. 


The  condition  of  the  recognisance,  as  prescribed  Vernumt  stat 
by  the  statute  is,  ^  that  the  party  shall  prosecute  the  ^ ' 
same  to.e&ct,  and  answer  and  pay  all  intervening 
danu^pes,  occasioned  to  the  appellee  or'reriewee  by 
his,  her  or  Ihelr  being  delayed,  wi&  additional  costs, 
m  case  the  judgment  be  affirmed."  The  question  too 
frequently  made  is,  what  are  intervening  damages^ 
The  statute  replies,  they  are  such  as  are  occasioned 
to  the  appellee  or  reviewee  by  his,  &c.  being  delayed; 
that  is,  such  inteiVening  damages,  resulting  from  the 
delay,  as  are  occasioned  by  a  maierial  alteration  in 
the  circumstances  or  situation  of  the  party  appealing 
or  reviewing  subsequent  to  the  entering  of  the  re* 
cognistt)ce,  such  as  the  bankruptcy  or  removal  of  the 
party  beyond  process ;  in  which  cases,  if  damages  are 
recovered  in  final  judgment  by  the  appellee  or  re- 
viewee, the  bail  must  make  him  good ;  if  costs  only, 
the  recognisor  must  respond  them. 

In  the  present  case,  every  security  to  the  reviewee 
by  the  recognisance  has  been  effected.  The  plaintiff 
in  error  has  taken  out  his  execution  for  costs,  and  it 
has  been  fully  satisfied. 

The  expense  of  litigation,  the  fees  of  counsel,  the 
waste  of  time,  and  other  charges  incurred  in  the  de- 
fence of  the  original  suit,  aside  of  those  provided  for 
by  the  fee-bill,  the  party  must  sustain :  he  bears  a 
Ijiisfortune  common  to  every  suitor;  and  surely  there 
would  be  no  propriety  in  this  Court  allowing  a  party 
in  assessment  of  damages  under  a  recognisance  for 
an  appeal  or  review  indirectii/  to  tax  costs  not  pro- 
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vcM«ly  vid«d  for  by  the  fee-tuU;  omch  more  virtually  to 
Buokmiortcr^  avoid  the  fee-bill  in  tho$e  items  of  costs  wluch>aie 
*-  "  specially  regulated  by  it 

This  Court  consider,  that  the  County  Couit  jud|;ed 
correctly,  in  excluding  the  evidence  loentioned  ia  die 
bill  of  exceptions* 

And  therefore  let  judgment  be  enteied,  that  the 
Court  having  inspected  the  recordi  do  find  tha^  tfa^m 
is  no  error  in  the  records  and  proceedings  of  thei 
County  Court,  and  that  Hxt  defendant  in  ertqr  have 
his  costs. 

John  Mattocks  J  fiar  plaintiffl 
TyieTj  for  defendant* 
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jOM^rffjiM  ROBiJ\rsoj\r,  cidtfJudgr, 

HTEFUEJf  JACOB^  A$mtmt  Judge. 


State  agaimt  J.  B. 
THIS  was  an  indictment  for  perjury,  in  swearing  On  trUi  ufxm 

f*ii*  ^  •       %  •.•  ^i_o         r  *A  indictment 

falsely  in  a  certain  deposition  sworn  to  before  Jima-  for  perjunr  in 
than  Hoity  Esquire,  one  of  the  Justices  of  the  Peace  i^tTa^powi' 
of  Franklin  County,  on  the  9th  September,  1796;  JSted^fn  "IS 
which  deposition  was  taken  to  be  used,  and  was  used  ^^^**^^  ^ 
in  a  cause  then  penduig  in  Chittenden  County  Court,  *«f  /  *>»J  •^ 

*^  ^  .  *'  makings  the  de- 

wherein  one  JLampHre  was  plaintiff  and  one  Brown  pomtion  the  de« 

,  ponent  hid  tes* 

defendant*  The  indictment  contained  the  usual  aver-  tified  on  the 
ments  of  the  materiality  of  the  facts  sworn  to  by  the  trere  not'tn^ 

the  prisoner 
tras  net  eitoppad  bv  h»  wm  ^9ce  testimonj  from  ahewinf  the  verity  of  the  fact!  stated 
iQ  the  deposition  in  m  defence 


I 
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state        deponent,  and  then  negated  them.    And  so  the  grand 

J.  JB.        jurors  aforesaid  on  their  oath  say,  that  the  said  •/!  B. 

•  in  the  testimony  given  in  said  deposition,  so  by  him, 

&c.  then  and  there  committed  wilful  and  corrupt 

perjury,  contrary  to  the  form,  >&c.  and  against  the 

peace  and  dignity  of  the  State. 

Plea  not  guilty,  and  issue  to  the  Jury. 
It  appeared  in  evidence,  that  the  deposition  was 
regularly  taken  by  Mr.  Justice  Z&ff,  sealed  up  and  sent 
to  Chittenden  County  Court,  there  opened,  and  read 
*  in  the  trial  between  Lamphire  and  Brown*  Before  the 
cause  was  closed  to  the  Jury,  J.  B.  the  deponent,  was 
sent  for,  and  made  his  personal  appearance  in  Court. 
He  was  then  sworn ;  and  testified  that  a  certain  con- 
versation  which  he  had  sworn  to  in  his  deposition 
had  never  happened.  He  was  asked  if  he  had  never 
given  a  deposition  in  the  cause,  and  he  acknowledged 
he  had,  and  said,  that  what  he  had  sworn  to  in  that 
deposition  was  undoubtedly  true.  It  appeared  that 
the  facts  stated  in  his  deposition  were  material  in  the 
cause  in  issue  between  Lamphire  and  Brawn^  and 
that  they  were  true,  and  consequently  what  he  had 

sworn  to  in  Court  was  false. 

« 

> 

The  State  Attorney  now  contended,  that  as  the 
prisoner  had  in  oj^en  Court  solemnly  testified  to  the 
falsity  of  the  facts  stated  by  him  in  his  deposition,  he 
was  estopped  from  shewing  the  truth  of  them  in  his 
present  defence. 

Sed  per  Curiam.  The  prisoner  is  on  trial  for  tes- 
tifying to  certain  facts  stated  in  ^  deposition  made  by 
him  before  a  magistrate.    The  truth  of  those  stated 
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&cts  is  negated  in  the  indictment,  and  it  appears  in  sute 
evidence  that  they  are  true.  As  a  general  rulg,  this  J.  b- 
is  certainly  good  shewing  in  defence  on  an  indictment  •"— "~^ 
of  this  nature. 

If  the  prisoner  was  guilty  of  perjury  in  his  viva 
voce  testimony,  he  may  yet  be  indicted  for  it.  '  Per- 
haps it  might  have  been  more  correct  to  have  inserted 
other  counts  in  the  indictment  charging  the  prisoner 
with  perjury  when  on  the  stand.  It  would  be  carry- 
ing the  doctrine  of  estoppel  ver}*  far,  to  exclude  the 
prisoner  from  shewing  the  verity  of  the  facts  testified 
by  his  deposition,  because  he  falsified  them  by  his 
znva  voce  testimony  in  the  same  cause,  and  thus  to 
convict  him  of  perjury  in  swearing  to  the  truth  in  a 
deposition,  and  then  leave  him  exposed  to  another 
indictment  for  perjury  in  testifying  falsely  on  his  ap- 
pearance  upon  the  stand. 

The  Jury  found  the  prisoner  not  guilty."* 

Levi  House y  for  the  State. 

Amos  Marsh  and  W.  C.  Harrington^  for  the  pri- 
soner. 


*  Reported  from  Judge  Robinaon^a  tnmute^. 
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Hastinffs 

V. 

Powers. 


im  ■* 


Aaron  Hastings  against  Joseph  Powjens. 
Tiie  Court  wiu      THIS  was  an  action  brought  by  the  plaintiflF,  as 

not  on  trial  or-         .   .  *.   t        i       •«*  «     •!  i         i  ^  t 

der  a  party  to  assignee  of  the  sheriff,  upon  a  bail-bond  executed  uf 
Sng  ^iMtant^  the  defendant  joindy  and  severally  with  A".  Spafforij 
si^^o^f  ^e  for  admitting  the  latter  to  the  liberties  of  the  prison 
'^^^Z.Ti>.  yard  in  the  City  of  Vergennes. 
due  notice.  pj^a  in  bar,  that  Spafford  escaped  with  the  consent 

of  the  plaintiff. 

Replication  traversed  the  fact  alleged  in  bar.  Join- 
der, and  issue  to  the  Jury. 

In  the  course  of  the  trial  it  was  proved,  that  there 
had  been  a  contract  entered  into  between  the  plaintiff 
and  Joseph  Beeman,  junior,  who  held  Spaffbrd's 
lands  in  trust,  hy  which  Beeman  engaged  to  exe- 
cute a  deed  to  the  plaintiff  of  such  quantity  of 
the  land  as  would  amount  in  value  to  the  debt  and 
costs  for  which  Spafford  was  imprisoned,  if  the  plain- 
tiff would  consent  to  Spafford^s  quitting  the  limits 
of  the  prison ;  and  that  this  contract  was  reduced 
to  writing. 

Defendant's  counsel  now  moved  a  rule  upon  the 
plaintiff  to  shew  cause  why  he  should  not  forthwith 
produce  the  writing  or  become  nonsuit;  and  sup- 
ported his  motion  by  affidavit  of  Silas  Waterman^ 
Esquire. 

On  the  question  whether  rule  should  be  granted, 
defendant's  counsel  read  the  57th  section  of  the  ju- 
diciary act : 
Vertmrnt  Stat        "  That  die  Supreme  Court  of  Judicature   and 

vnl    1    n   TT 

County  Courts  shall  have  power,  in  the  trials  of  ac- 
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*  Reported  from  Judge  Bobin9on*9  minuteS' 


lions  at  law,  on  motion,  and  due  notice  thereof  being      Hastings 
given,  to  require  the  parties  to  produce  books  or      Powers, 
writings  in  their  possession  or  power,  which  contain  *■"■*'— *^ 
evidence  pertinent  to  the  issue,  or  relative  to  the  ac* 
tion,  in  cases  and  under  circumstances  where  they^ 
might  be  compelled  to  produce  the  same  by  the  ordi- 
nary rules  of  proceeding  in  Chancery ;  and  if  a  plain- 
tiff fail  to  comply  with  such  order  to  produce  books 
or  writings,  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  Court,  on  mo- 
tion, to  give  the  like  judgment  for  the  defendant  as  in 
case  of  nonsuit ;  and  if  a  defendant  shall  fail  to  com- 
ply with  such  order  to  produce  books  or  writings,  it 
shall  be  lawful  for  the  Courts  respectively,  on  motion^ 
as  aforesaid,  to  give  judgment  against  him,  her  or 
them  as  in  case  of  default." 

Per  Curiam.  The  motion  cannot  in  this  instance 
be  sustained.  The  statute  requires  "  due  notice  to 
be  given."  It  would  operate  a  surprise  on  the  plain- 
tiff to  sustain  a  motion  of  this  nature  made  in^tanter, 
while  the  issue  is  on  trial  to  the  Jury. 

Rule  not  granted.* 

Levi  House,  for  plaintiff. 

fT.  C.  Harrington,  for  defendant. 
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JOJ^ATHJJ^  ROBIJ^SO.y,  C/Uef  Judge. 

RO  YALL  TYLER,     ?    .    .  ,     ,  j   , 

>  Agnstant  Judges. 

STEPHEJSr  JACOB,  S  * 


ExparteHAhL. 
A  writ  of  pro-      HABEAS  CORPUS  cum  causa,  returnable  coram 

tection  ad  UmU- 
ficanduvi    8U8>     nOutS* 

process  as  a-  l^he  Writ  was  directed  to  Nathan  Green,  constable 
^ct  of  it  whUst  ^f  *^'  ^ibansy  commanding  him  to  have  forthwith  the 
aSnJ^^n  ^^^  oi  Abijah  Hall,  said  to  be  a  prisoner  in  his  cus- 
Court,  with  a  todv,  with  the  cause  of  his  detention  or  imprison- 

reasonabletime  "^  * 

for  the  witness  ment. 
to  reium  home 

after  the  rising      The  oflSccr  brought  the  body  of  Hall  into  Court, 

and  returned  as  the  cause  of  his  detention^ 
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That  as  constable  of  St.  A&ans  he  arrested  and      &^  v^^^ 

Hail 

now  detains  the  body  of  Hall  upon  a  writ  of  attach- 
ment signed  by  Hubbard  Barlow^  one  of  the  Justices 
of  the  Peace  of  the  County  of  Franklin^  (having  legal 
and  sufficient  authority  to  sign  the  same, )  and  directed 
to  him  as  constable,  to  serve  and  return  according  to 
law,  which  writ  was  at  the  suit  of  /&//,  Crane  &f 
Pomroi/j  merchants,  trading  in  company  under  that 
firm,  who  demanded  in  the  writ  of  Ahijah  Halt  the 
sum  of  six  hundred  dollars^  due  on  balance  of  book 
accounts,  and  which  writ  was  made  returnable  ^o 
Franklin  County  Court,  next  to  be  holden  at  St.  AU 
banst  on  die  second  Monday  oi  November^  1802. 

■» 

Abijah  Hall  now  moved  for  his  discharge,  stating 
that  he  is  illegally  imprisoned. 

For  that  he  is  an  inhabitant  of  Pktsbutgh^  in  the 
State  oi  New 'York  ^  beyond  the  process  of  this  Court, 
where  he  hath  long  resided  under  the  protection  of 
tlie  laws  of  said  State.  That  he  came  into  the  State 
of  Vermont  since  the  commencement  of  the  present 
term  of  the  Court,  under  the  protection  of  the  Court, 
having  with  him,  ready  to  be  shewn  in  Court,  a  writ 
of  protection  issued  by  the  order,  and  signed  by  the 
Clerk  of  the  Court,  dated  within  the  term,  and  made 
conformably  to  law  ;  which  writ  states,  that  the  per- 
sonal appearance  of  the  now  prisoner  is  necessary  for 
the  furtherance  of  justice  to  be  had  in  Court,  to  give 
testimony  in  the  cause  or  action  wherein  Zerah  fFih 
toughbt/  is  plaintiff,  and  Nathan  Kinsley ^  junior,  de- 
fendant, on  the  part  of  the  defendant ;  and  commands 
all  civil  officers  and  others  to  abstain  from  executing 
«r  serving  any  civil  process  upon  the  body  of  the  now 


1 
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Kx  pwte  prtsoner  on  his  way  to  the  Court,  during  his  attend- 
aoice  on  Court,  and  for  a  reasonable  time  for  him  to 
return  to  his  domicil  after  the  rising  of  said  Court 
That  the  arrest  in  the  return  made,  and  by  which  he 
ia  now  holden  in  custody,  was  made  during  the  ope- 
ration, and  in  disobedience  to  said  writ  of  protection, 
against  law  and  in  contempt  of  the  Coiut. 

The  officer,  confessing  the  said  writ  of  protectiooj^ 
in  reply  says,  that  the  said  Abijah  HaU  ought  not  to 
be  discharged  from  his  custody,  because  he  says  he 
is  not  detained  contrary  to  the  Uiie  intent  and  mean* 
ing  of  said  writ  of  protection,  or  the  law  of  die  land ; 
for  that  the  cause  or  action  of  ffilloughbt/  v.  Kinsley^ 
to  testify  concerning  which  the  said  writ  of  jMX)tec- 
tion  was  granted  and  issued,  was,  on  the  19th  day  of 
June^  being  the  fifth  day  of  this  present  term  of  the 
Court,  by  order  of  Court  and  agreement  of  the  par- 
ties, continued  to  be  heard  and  tried  at  the  next  term 
of  the  Court ;  of  all  which  the  said  Abijuh  was  conu- 
sant :  and  so  the  business  and  matters  for  which  the 
said  writ  of  protection  was  granted  and  issued,  as  diey 
related  to  the  said  Abijah  Holly  were  fully  completed 
and  ended:  and  according  to  the  true  intent  and 
meaning  of  the  said  writ  of  protection,  the  term  of 
thb  Court,  as  it  related  to  him  the  said  Abijahy  \aA 
terminated.     And  for  that  the  said  Abijah  HalU  o* 
the  said  19th  day  oiJune^  instead  of  proceeding  di- 
rectly to  his  domicU  in  the  reasonable  time  allowed 
him  by  said  writ,  went  in  an  opposite  course  from  his 
habitation  and  home  in  the  State  of  New-  York,  ttvea- 
ty  miles  further  from  St.  Albans^  into  the  interior  of 
this  State,  to  wit,  to  the  town  of  Cambridg^t  in  the 
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County  of  Franktin^  where  he  loitered  or  went  about  Ex  parte 
his  private  business  until  the  21st  day  otJune^  being 
the  seventh  day  of  the  term,  when  he  returned  to  Su 
Albans  J  and  there  loitered  or  went  about  his  private 
business  until  the  22d  day  of  JunCy  when  the  arrest 
under  which  he  is  now  detained  was  made ;  aitd  so 
he  says  the  said  Abijah  Hall  was  not,  at  the  time  of 
said  arrest,  within  the  protection  of  the  Court  under 
said  writ  of  protection,  in  that  he  did  not  depart  home 
in  a  reasonable  time  after  the  said  cause  was  conti- 
nued, and  after  the  matters  and  business  for  him  the 
said  Abijah  HaU  as  a  witness  to  do,  were  fuUy  com- 
pleted and  ended4 

The  prisoner  rejoins,  that  at  the  time  of  said  arrest 
he  was  within  the  protection  of  the  Court  under  said 
writ  of  protection ;  for,  protesting  that  the  continuance 
of  the  cause  of  fVilloughby  v.  Kinsley^  according  to 
the  true  intent  and  meaning  of  said  writ  of  protection, 
was  not  the  rising  of  the  Court,  he  says,  that  on  the  said 
19th  day  of /f/;ie,  being  the  fifth  day  of  the  term,  im- 
»  mediately  after  an  imparlance  had  been  granted  in  the 
case  of  fVtUoiighby  v*  Kinsley y  he  proceeded  towards 
his  domicil  in  Platsburgh  aforesaid :  but  when  he 
came  to  his  boat  on  the  shore  of  Lake  Champlaitty  he 
discovered  the  weather  to  be  so  tempestuous  it  was 
impossible  to  cross  the  same  on  his  way  home  with- 
out manifest  jeopardy  of  his  life :  that  the  weather 
continuing  tempestuous,  it  became  necessary  for  him 
to  seek  some  shelter  from  the  storm  until  the  wind 
should  abate;  and  he  the  prisoner,  being  without 
money  or  other  means  to  sustain  and  support  himself 
in  St.  Albamy  went  to  a  near  relation's  in  Cambridge 
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Ex  parte  foresaid,  where  he  might  subsist  upon  the  hospitality^ 
of  his  friends.  That  on  the  same  1 9th  day  of  June^ 
he  was  at  said  Cambridge  arrested  at  the  suit  of  one 
Hcavley^  and  brought  to  St.  Albans  under  such  arrest^ 
where  he  continued  under  said  arrest  until  the  even- 
ing of  the  21  St  of  JunCy  he  procured  and  gave  bail  in 
the  suit  of  Haxvleijf  That  on  the  22d  day  oiJune  he 
again  attempted  to  cross  said  Lake  in  his  passage 
home,  when  he  was  arrested  upon  the  writ  for  which 
he  is  now  in  custody.  And  so  he  says,  that  if  in  any 
wise  he  hath  departed  from  the  protection  of  the 
Court  in  their  writ  of  protection  extended,  it  has  been 
occasioned  by  the  act  of  Providence,  which  the  law 
announceth  shall  injure  no  man. 

Upon  traverse  of  this  rejoinder  by  die  officer,  the 
following  witnesses  were  sworn : 

Dunkelly^  Esquire ;   who  testified,  that  on 


Friday^  the  18th  of  Jxme^  he  came  from  the  Grand 
Isle  in  a  boat  with  his  wife,  Nathan  Kinsley  and  Abi- 
jah  Hally  to  St,  Albans.  Kinsley  had  engaged  to  bring 
Hall  over,  and  to  return  him  home.  That  on  the 
Saturday  following,  after  the  cause  of  JVilloughby  v. 
Kinsley  was  continued,  they  all  went  to  the  lake 
shore  to  embark ;  but  the  waters  were  so  rough  and 
the  wind  so  violent,  tiiat  it  was  judged  by  the  party 
and  odiers  present,  that  the  passage  to  the  Grand  Isle 
could  not  be  attempted  without  risk  of  lives.  That 
Abijah  Hall  appeared  anxious  to  venture;  and  when 
the  witness  declined,  he  consulted  him  respecting  his 
going  to  his  brother's  in  Cambridge,  and  spending  the 
sabbath,  saying  he  had  no  money  to  bear  his  ex- 
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penscs  in   St.  Albans.     That  he  did  not  see  Hall      Ex  parte 

.  .  .  Hall 

again  until  Monday^  when  he  was  in  custody  of  a 
deputy-sheriff  at  the  suit  of  one  Hawley.  On  Mon- 
day the  lake  was  calm,  but  they  waited  until  Hall 
could  procure  bail,  which  he  effected  late  the  same 
evening.  On  Tuesday^  as  tliey  were  preparing  to 
embark,  Hall  was  again  arrested  at  the  suit  of  Hall, 
Crane  £s?  Pomroy. 

Daniel  Kinsley^  junior,  confirmed  the  testimony 
of  Dunkelly. 

Thaddeus  JRice^  counsel  for  the  officer,  contended, 
that  the  expression  in  the  writ  of  protection,  until  a 
reasonable  time  after  the  rising  of  the  Court,  must 
intend  until  the  disposal  of  the  cause  for  the  term  in 
which  the  prisoner  was  protected  as  a  witness.  That 
it  was  so  understood  by  Hall  himself,  who,  upon  the 
termination  of  the  suit  for  the  term,  went  immediately 
towards  home ;  but  being  frightened  by  the  gale,  he 
went  directly  from  his  course  nearly  twenty  miles  into 
the  interior  of  the  State.  That  it  was  his  duty,  if  the 
wind  was  high,  to  have  tarried  on  the  lake  shore  until 
it  was  calm.  In  a  word,  the  writ  protected  him  in  his 
most  direct  course  to  the  Court,  whilst  there  until  the 
business  for  which  he  was  sent  for  was  concluded, 
and  then  in  his  direct  course  to  the  place  from  whence 
he  came.  If  he  met  with  an  impediment  he  should 
have  tarried  where  he  was  impeded,  and  at  least 
looked  towards  the  path  of  his  duty.  ITiat  the  writ 
of  protection  goes  to  abridge  the  rights  of  honest 
(^editors,  and  should  be  strictly  construed. 
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Ex  parte  The  Court  declined  hearing  arguments  from  the 

opposnig  counsel. 

Per  Curiam.  Testimony  viva  voce  is  so  much  to 
be  preferred  to  that  received  through  the  medium  of 
a  deposition,  that  the  Court  are  inclined  to  favour  the 
personal  appearance  of  witnesses. 

The  writ  of  protection  will  therefore  always  re- 
ceive a  liberal  construction  in  favour  of  the  witness 
covered  by  it. 

An  inhabitant  of  another  State  has  a  right  to  prefer 
having  his  controversies  settled  by  the  Courts  in  his 
own  government.  He  must  not  be  drawn  into  this 
State  under  the  ostensible  protection  of  this  Court, 
and  be  then  exposed  to  be  entangled  in  litigatimi  tax 
from  his  home,  which  must  ever  be  attended  with 
augmented  expense.  For  the  furtherance  of  justice 
and  the  dignity  of  the  Court,  it  is  better  that  the  plain 
letter  of  the  writ  should  be  preferred,  than  any  nice 
construction  which  the  ingenuity  of  counsel  may 
suggest. 

The  Court  consider,  that  the  writ  of  protection 
ad  testificandum  suspends  all  civil  process  against  the 
subject  of  it,  while  coming  to  and  attending  upon 
Court,  with  a  reasonable  time  for  the  witness  to  re- 
turn  home  after  the  rising  of  the  Court. 

If  the  doctrine  should  prevail,  that  the  writ  of  pro- 
tection ceases  to  operate  after  an  imparlance  awarded, 
or  even  after  final  judgment,  it  would  promote  litiga- 
tion ;  for  the  termination  of  the  suit  might  not  always 
be  known  to  the  witness.  Arrests  would  fellow ;  and 
though  the  failing  to  prove  the  knowledge  of  the  t»- 
mination  in  the  suit  would  eventually  liberate  him  on 
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habeas  corpus^  yet  the  litigating  the  scienter  wotild      £z  parte 
involve  the  witness  in  the  very  litigation  which  was 
intended  to  have  been  avoided  by  the  writ  of  pro- 
tection. 

The  Court  are  fully  in  opinion,  that  the  prisoner  • 
must  be  discharged. 

Let  judgment  be  entered,  that  the  prisoner  is  dis-^ 
charged,  and  the  constable  be  in  mercy  for  his  con^ 
tempt  of  the  Court. 

Thaddeus  Rice^  for  the  officer. 
IVtlliam  C.  Harrington  and  Bates  Turner ^  for  the 
prisoner. 


JosiAH  Colony,  Appellee. 

against 

A.LV'Bi^T^  Hathaway,  Appellant. 

VERDICT  for  the  defendant  at  the  last  term;  MoUonfoi^new 

^  trial     bccfliisft 

when  House  and  A.  Marshy  counsel  for  the  plaintifi,  one  judge  sat 
moved  for  a  rule  upon  Harrington  and  JRice^  attoniies  hcark)g"to  ite 
to  the  defendant,  to  shew  cause  why  the  verdict  in  \^7v'j^m^trVi 
said  cause  should  not  be  set  aside  and  a  new  trial  **^  ^^^"^  Z^a 

not   interested* 

granted ;  because  the  plaintiff  says,  that  one  Judge  ^^  ^*'^  ^^"J 
alone  presided,  and  held  the  Court  for  the  trial  of  thcr  party, 
said  cause,  when  in  fact  the  two  other  Judges  of  the 
Court  were  not  interested  in  the  trial  of  said  cause, 
or  had  been  of  counsel  for  either  party. 

Rule  granted  by  Jacoby  Judge,  December  terfn, 
1801. 
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Colon/ 

V. 

Hathaway. 


Vermont  Stat. 
Tol.  1.  p.  56. 
8.  7* 


The  facts  are :  This  cause  came  on  for  trkd  the 
last  stated  term ;  the  Chief  Judge  and  Jacobs  As- 
sistant  Judge,  present ;  the  first  Assistant  Judge  ab- 
sent, but  not  interested  in  the  trial  of  the  cause, 
nor  had  he  been  of  counsel  to  either  party^.  The 
Chief  Judge  declined  giving  any  opinion  in  the  cause, 
as  he  was  in  affini^  with  the  appellant.  Some  con- 
versation was  held  at  the  bar  upon  the  jntipriety  of 
Judge  Jacobus  sitting  alone ;  but  the  Judge  observed, 
that  as  the  parties  seemed  equally  desirous  of  a  trial, 
the  cause  might  proceed,  reserving  to  the  losing  party 
the  privilege  of  having  the  legality  of  the  proceedings 
of  the  Court  decided  upon  a  motion  for  a  new  trial, 
to  be  entered  at  the  present,  but  argued  at  the  ad- 
journed term,  when  the  absent  Judge  would  be  in 
Court.  This  was  agreed  to  by  the  parties,  and  the 
trial  proceeded. 

The  statute  provision  on  which  the  motion  is  pre- 
dicated is,  "  that  if  two  of  the  Judges  in  the  trial  of 
any  cause  shall  be  interested,  or  shall  have  been  of 
counsel  for  either  party  in  said  cause,  in  every  such 
case  one  Judge  shall  hdd  the  Court  for  the  trial  of 
such  cause.'' 

And  now  at  this  ^rm  the  motion  was  argued, 
Tyler  and  Jacobs  Judges,  present;  but  the  Court 
being  divided,  the  former  Judge  for  setting  aside  and 
the  latter  for  supporting  the  verdiQt,  the  motion  did 
not  prevail,  and  a  new  trial  was  not  granted. 

Rule  discharged. 


Levi  House  and  ^mos  Marshy  for  plaintiff. 
fT.  C.  Harrington  and  Thaddeus  Rice^  for  dc 
fendant. 


T* 
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State 

V. 

J  P> 

State  against  J.  P.  — — 


THIS   was    an   indictment  for   perjury   amfra  indictnait  for 
Jhrmam  statuti,    presented    to  the  Court  January  ^^!Uii<m. ' 
3d,  1801. 

William  C.  Harrin^ten  moved  that  the  indictment 
might  be  quashed  because  the  crime  is  alleged  to 
have  been  committed  the  24th  day  of  Aprils  1797^ 
more  than  three  years  from  the  time  the  indictment 
was  exhibited  in  Court. 

He  relied  upon  the  act  for  the  limitation  of  suits  on  remumt  sut 
penal  statutes,  criminal  prosecutions,  and  actions  at  ^  *  ^* 
law,  passed  JVovember  6th,  1797.  The  3d  section 
enacts,  '^  that  all  actions,  suits,  bills,  complaints,  in- 
formations or  indictments,  which  at  any  time  hereaf- 
ter shall  be  brought,  had,  commenced  or  prosecuted 
for  any  crime  or  misdemeanor,  (theft,  robbery,  bur- 
glary, forgery,  arson,  and  murder,  excepted,)  shall  be 
brought,  had,  commenced  or  prosecuted  within  three 
years  next  after  the  offence  was  committed ;  and  not 
after  the  expiration  of  the  said  three  years." 

The  Attorney  for  the  State  read  the  13th  section 
of  the  same  act :  **  Provided  always,  and  it  is  hereby 
further  enacted  and  expressly  declared,  that  this  act 
shall  not  be  construed  to  extend  to  or  affect  any  right 
or  rights,  action  or  actions,  remedies,  fines,  for- 
feitures, privileges  or  advantages,  accruing  under 
any  former  act  or  acts,  clause  or  clauses  of  acts,  fall- 
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State        ing  within  the  construction  of  this  act,  in  any  manner 
J  p.         whatever:" 

Vermont  Sut  ^^^  ^^  ^^^  passcd  November  the  10th,  1797,  en- 
voi.2.p.4i4.  titled,  "an  act  repealing  certain  acts  therein  men- 
tioned ;"  which  act  repeals  the  act  for  the  prevention 
and  punishment  of  frauds  and  perjuries,  passed  ili/iarrcA 
the  8th,  1787,  and  by  section  3d  provides,  "  that  the 
aforesaid  repealed  acts  or  laws  shall  be  in  full  force 
as  to  all  matters  and  things  done  or  transacted  during 
their  existence,  to  which  they  relate,  to  all  intents  and 
purposes  as  though  this  act  had  not  been  made ;  and 
all  such  matters  may  be  prosecuted,  commenced, 
done  and  completed,  at  any  time  hereafter,  pursuant 
to  the  same  laws," 

Mn  Attorney  contended,  that  though  the  indict- 
ment had  been  presented  to  the  Court  since  the  pass- 
ing of  the  statute  of  November  6th,  1 797,  cited  by 
the  respondent's  counsel,  and  since  the  passing  of  the 
present  statute  against  perjury,  yet  the  crime  alleged 
in  the  indictment  is  set  forth  to  have  been  perpetrated 
before  the  existence  of  those  acts.  The  indictment 
being  contra  formam  statuti  must  be  considered  to 
lie  on  the  statute  of  the  8th  of  March,  1 787,  and  is 
therefore  sustained  by  the  saving  clause  of  the  re- 
pealing act,  passed  November  the  10th,  1797,  to 
which  reference  is  virtuallv  had  in  the  limitation  act 
passed  November  the  6th,  1797. 

Sed per  Curiam.  It  is  immaterial  under  \yhich  of 
the  acts  against  perjury  the  indictment  may  be  sup- 
posed to  have  been  found.  The  act  of  limitation, 
passed  November  6th,  1797,  takes  effect  in  all  cases 
from  the  exhibition  of  the  indictment  in  Court.  The 
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clerk  is  directed  by  the  5th  section  of  the  same  act  to  State 
make  a  minute  in  writing  on  the  indictment,  under  j.  p. 
his  official  signature,  of  the  true  day,  month  and  year 
when  the  same  was  exhibited ;  and  if  the  crime  of 
perjury  is  alleged  in  the  indictment  to  have  been 
committed  more  than  three  years  before  the  date  of 
such  exhibition  of  the  indictment,  the  prosecution  is 
fimited. 

Indictment  quashed- 

ZiCvi  House  J  Attorney  for  the  State. 
W.  C.  Harrington^  for  defendant. 


Ellick  Powell  against  B arzill a  Browi^. 

EJECTMENT  for  one  hundred  acres  of  land  in  The  deed  of  a 
Fairfield,  described  as  Lot  No-  10.  in  the  second  ^prieTort  * 
division  of  lots  laid  out  and  severed  to  the  right  of  ^  'bT^word^ 
Joseph  Newmarchj    an  orie^inal  srantee  under  the  ^^i  "  5***.®^'^?* 

*  '  o  o  prima  fade  ew\- 

charter*  dance  of  a  legal 

1       1    1         1  sale  of  the  land. 

General  issue  pleaded  and  put  to  the  Jnry.  The  proceed. 

io^rs  of  the  pro- 
prietors in  the 

PlaintiiF  shewed  a  good  apparent  title  by  deed.         the  u  ™^<iiic 

collector's  own 
acts  in  the  levy 

Defendant  relied  upon  a  title  derived  from  the  sale  ^t  IhTu^i!  ^ 
of  the  land  under  a  proprietary  tax,  and  offered  the 
collector's  deed  in  evidence. 
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Powell  The  counsel  for  the  plaintiff  objected  to  the  coHcc- 

Bpowti.       tor*s  deed  being  read  until  the  assessment  of  the  tax 
'"'"*"'"""'*"  by  the  proprietors  was  first  shewn. 

Per  Curiam.  When  the  deed  of  a  collector  of  a 
tax  assessed  and  levied  immediately  by  the  State,  is 
exhibited  in  evidence,  and  the  deed  sets  forth,  that 
the  collector  hath  in  all  things  pursued  the  law,  it 
shall  be  considered  as  prima  Jacie  evidence  of  a  legal 
sale.  But  this  merely  casts  the  onus  probandi  on  the 
adverse  party,  for  the  acts  of  this  officer  of  govern- 
ment may  be  impeached.  But  the  deed  of  a  collector 
of  a  proprietor's  tax,  however  it  may  be  worded,  is 
not  even  prima  fade  evidence  of  a  legal  sale.  The 
law  will  not  render  that  respect  to  the  doings  of  the 
servant  of  a  private  corporation,  which  it  pays  to  the 
acts  of  an  acknowledged  officer  of  the  State. 

In  the  present  case  the  collector's  deed  cannot  be 
read  to  the  Jury  until  all  the  proceedings  of  the  pro- 
prietors in  the  assessment  of  the  tax,  and  the  collec- 
tor's own  acts  in  the  levy  of  it,  be  first  shewn. 

The  defendant's  counsel  now  produced  the  records 
of  the  proceedings  of  the  proprietors  of  Fairfield. 
They  set  forth,  that  at  a  proprietor's  meeting  legally 
warweflf  for  the  purpose,  &c. 

^c  warrant  PlaintiflP's  counscl  insisted,  that  the  warrant  for 
S^etlnf  of  the  waming  the  meeting  of  the  proprietors  should  be 
S^rrpro-  produced. 

^c«d,  that  the 
Court  may  be 

enabled   to  p^  Curiam.    The  warrant  waniing  the  meeting 

it  issued  agree-  of  the  proprietors  must  be  shewn,  that  the  Court  may 
«blytoUw.  '^    * 
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be  enabled  to  judge  whether  it  issued  agreeably  to       Fowett 

law.  BrowiL 


Verdict  for  the  plaintiff* 

fFilUam    C.  Harrington   and   Levi  House^   for 
plaintiff. 

Bates  Turner  J  for  defendant. 


Solomon  Bingham,  Junior,  ex  dem.  Hubbarb 
BaAlow  and  Andrew  Bradley; 

against 

David  Smith,  Tenant. 

EJECTMENT  for  50  acres  of  land,  being  part 
of  Lot  No.  35.  in  the  second  division  of  lands  in  I^air- 
Jieldf  drawn  to  the  original  right  of  Daniel  Smith. 

Common  rule  entered.    General  issue  pleaded. 

Verdict  for  the  plaintiff. 

Defendant's  counsel  now  moved  to  file  a  declara-  remum$  sut. 
tion  for  betterments^  under  the  statute  passed  JVouem- 
her  5th,  1800. 

Objections  to  a 
.     .^       .  declaration  for 

Counsel  for  the  plaintiff  objected,  and  read  the  act.  betternaents 

cannot  be  taken 
in  opposition  to 

Freamhle.  the  filing,  but 

must  be  made 

"  Whereas  many  persons  have  purchased  sup-  '^  ^^^  common 

•'     *  *  *      course  of  plead- 

posed  titles  to  lands  within  this  State,  and  have  taken  '^^%  ^^  ^^cb  de- 

cUration. 
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BinghtHi      possession  of  such  lands  under  such  supposed  titles, 

Smith.       and  have  made  large  improvements  on  the  same, 

'*"*-'""""*   who,  at  the  time  of  purchasing,  supposed  such  titks 

to  be  good  and  valid  in  law ;  and  whereas  many  of 
such  titles  may  prove  defective  by  loss  of  records, 
the  neglect  or  laches  of  others  in  the  chain  of  title,  or 
from  other  causes,  and  who,  if  the  strict  rules  of  the 
common  law  be  attended  to,  may  be  turned  off  from 
their  possessions  and  improvements  on  such  lands  so 
by  them  made  at  great  expense,  without  any  com- 
pensation or  rewards  for  such  betterments : 

"  It  is  hereby  enacted,  &c.  That  when  any  person 
or  persons  in  the  actual  possession  or  improvement 
of  lands  within  this  State,  who  had  purchased,  or 
those  under  whom  they  hold  had  purchased  a  tide  to 
said  lands,  supposing  at  the  time  of  such  purchase, 
such  title  to  be  good  in '  fee,  and  having  in  conse- 
quence of  such  purchase  entered  and  made  improve- 
ments on  such  land,  and  shall  or  have  been  prose- 
cuted and  sued  for  the  recovery  of  such  lands  before 
any  Court  by  action  of  ejectment,  or  any  real  of  pos- 
sessory action,  and  judgment  shall  be  hereafter  ren- 
dered against  such  person  or  persons  in  possession 
as  aforesaid ;  such  person  or  persons,  against  whom 
judgment  shall  be  thus  finally  given,  shall  have  right . 
by  action  to  recover  of  the  person  or  persons  in  whom 
the  legal  title  is  found,  such  sum  or  sums  of  money 
as  shall  be  found  on  the  trial  of  such  action,  that  he, 
she  or  they,  or  those  under  whom  they  hold,  have 
made  the  lands  so  described  in  the  plaintiff's  declara- 
tion better  or  of  more  value  by  such  betterments  than 
it  otherwise  would  have  been,  had  no  such  improve- 
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ments  been  made  thereon,  and  the  mode  of  process      BiagkAm 
sh<iU  be,  that  the  recoveree  (x  recoverees  in  such       Smutu 
action  as  aforesaid,  shall,  within  forty-eight  hours  '""—'■"" 
after  such  judgment,  or  during  the  sitting  of  the 
Court  in  which  such  judgment  is  had,  file  a  declara- 
tion  in  an  action  of  the  case  against  the  recoveror  oc 
recoverors  for  so  much  money  as  the  estate  is  made 
better  as  afcH^said  in  the  clerk* s  office  of  the  Court  in 
which  such  judgment  was  obtained,  which  shall  be 
sufficient  notice  to  such  recoveror  or  recoverors  to 
appear  and  defend  in  such  action  until  the  declaration 
so  filed  shall  be  determined." 

The  counsel  for  the  plaintiiF  insisted,  that  the 
present  defendant  was  not  within  the  purview  of  the 
act.  The  act  gives  a  right  of  action  for  what  the  Le- 
gislature have  been  pleased  to  style  betterments^  only  - 
to  persons  supposing,  at  the  time  of  their  purchase  of 
the  lands,  the  tide  to  be  good  in  fee.  It  appeared  on 
trial,  that  the  present  defendant  comes  not  within  this 
description,  for  his  title  and  possession  have  been 
considered  by  the  Court  and  Jury  as  in  fraudem 
legis. 

Sed  per  Curiam.  The  statute  provides,  that  the 
declaration  for  betterments  may  be  filed  in  the  clerk's 
office  of  the  Court  in  which  the  judgment  in  the  ac- 
tion  of  ejectment  has  been  rendered,  and  this  right  is 
secured  to  the  defendant  without  leave  obtained  of 
the  Court. 

The  question  made  by  the  plaintiiF  may  be  consi- 
dered and  decided  under  the  pleadings  to  the  decla- 
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fiiiii:liun      ration.     If  the  parties  elect  to  bring  it  in  is9i}€  at  bftr» 
Smith.  '    the  Court  wiU  give  it  all  the  consideration  it  merite. 
•  It  is  certainly  a  question  of  some  importance. 


Declaration  filecL 


fK  C.  Harrington^  Elnuthon  K^ye^%  u)d  Thad- 

deus  Rice^  for  plairitiff- 

fiates  Turner^  for  defendant, 


CASES 


DETERMIKED  IN  THE 


SUPREME  COURT  OF  JUDICATURE 


eF    THE 


STATE  OF  VERMONT. 


CHITTENDEN  COUNTY,  JANUARY  TERM, 

A.  D«  1802. 


JOJ<fJTHAJ(r  R0BIJ\rsOJ^y  Chief  Judge. 
MOYALL  TYLER,    >  ^^^.^^^^^ 
STMFHMJT  JACOBy  > 


MosBs  Taft,  Appellee, 

agam$t 

The  Executors  of  John  Tharp,  Appellants. 

AUDITA  QUERELA,  Srit^A..: 

The  writ  was  allowed  and  signed  by  two  Judges  of  V^^l'  of*^ th^ 
the  County  Court.  Below  the  writ  the  following  mi-  ^^^  Court, 
nute  was  made :  cognisance, 

y^  .  must  make  K< 

•*  John  Palmer  and  Jonathan  Green  recognised  to  cord  of  the 
the  defendant  in  the  sum  of  1,000  dollars,  to  pro-  sufficient  that 

be  minutes  on 
Che  writ,  "that  A.  B.  &c.  recognised  to  the  defendant  in  the  aiim  of —-•  dollars,  to  pro- 
secute the  ahore  writ  in  due  form  of  Uw,  before,"  &c. 
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Poiint>y 
Kingsley. 


John  Pouhot  against  Dakixl  KxHcstST. 


When  an  ofi.      TRESPASS  for  breaking  and  entering  the  pteiii- 
chattel,  and     tiflf's  barn  in  Burlington  on  the  20th  of  March,  1798, 
cutody  of  the  sn^  taking  from  thenee  a  gelding  korse  of  the  value 
f^^JSJu  hb  of  150  dollars,  the  property  of  the  plaintiff. 
J^  attlXdi      General  is6ue  pleaded  and  pot  ta  the  Jmy. 

that  a    second 
attachment    or 

6ana  fide  pur-      The  plaintiff  rficwcd  Ae  property  of  the  horse  ifl 

chase  shall  al-      ,  *  *r      i        -^ 

wajrs   enure     himself  by  purchase  from  one  fmSam  AHUs^  oa  the 
"^^^^  ^'"'      10th  of  January,  1798. 

The  defendant  eonfeftsed  the  taking,  and  justifi^ 
by  shewing  that  he  was  constable  of  Cambridge, 
FrankBn  County ;  'that  em  the  7th  of  October,  1797, 
be  at;iached  the  horse  as  the  property  of  fFi&arn 
Mills,  upon  a  writ  to  hnn  directed  to  serve  and  return 
in  favour  ofJoknsen  and  Hawley  ;  that  the  horse  had 
been  eloigned  from  his  custody,  and  that  he  recap- 
tured him  to  satisfy  die  execution  which  foHowe(f 
the  writ  of  attachment,  and  that  this  takmg  was  At 
trespass  complained  of. 

In  the  course  of  the  trial  it  was  conceded  by  Ac 
defendant,  that  soon  after  the  attachment  he  entrusteci 
MiUs  with  the  custody  of  the  horse. 

The  Court  now  interfered,  and  observed,  that  the 
cause  was  clearly  with  th&  plaintiff. 

In  their  charge  to  the  Jury,  they  laid  it  dbfm  ^  ^ 
principle  of  law  not  to  be  dispulcd»  tkit  when  an 
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officer  attaches  a  chattel  and  leaves  it  in  the  custody  Fonroy 
of  the  debtor,  he  so  far  loses  his  lien  upon  the  pro-  KingiAey. 
perty  attached,  that  a  second  attachment  or  bona  fide 
purchase  shall  always  enure  against  him. 

Verdict  for  the  plaintiff. 

Hhiattmn  Keyes^  toe  plaintiff. 
I  Danhl  Chipmafij  for  defendant. 


State  against  G.  S. 

INDICTMENT  for  stealing  one  bushel  of  wheat  Every  sufficient 
in  the  chaff,  on  the  second  day  of  Marchy  Anno  Do^  murt*^"  forth 
mini  one  thouumd eight.  l^d^J^irTtd 

Verdict  guilty.      ^^^J^^^ 

when    the    of- 
fence was  com- 

In  the  copy  delivered  to  the  prisoner  the  year  was  mitted ;  and 
rectified  to  one  thousand  eight  hundred,  and  the  de*  day  may  be 
feet  was  not  noticed  during  the  trial.  denc^  ©IT  trilii 

yet  it  must  be 
a    day    within 

Defendant  now  moved  in  arrest  of  judgment,  tliat  Icribld^TJv^t'i? 
the  verdict  might  be  set  aside,  and  he  go  without  l^^^  of  limi- 

^  '  *^  tations,  and  the 

day :  ^y  •«*  **^rth  in 

ik  1  •  1  o  f  -      •    .  *^*  indictment 

Because  there  is  no  dale  of  the  year  set  forth  in  the  ^^^  ^  also 
indictment  in  which  the  offence  is  alleged  to  have  in  the  stntutJ 
been  committed,  and  if  any,  that  the  same  is  repug-  dStmeit^^wiir 
nant  and  impossible.  '  ^"^  intufficiem. 
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sute  'Amos  Marsh,  in  support  of  die  motion, 

c.  s.  Though  the  date  of  the  day,  month  and  year  k 

'"**""""*'*"^  which  a  crime  is  alleged  to  have  been  committed  in 

an  indictment  be  not  material  in  evidence,  it  is  yet  of 
importance  as  it  respects  the  records  of  the  Court, 

It  is  also  material,  as  it  respects  the  statute  of  limi- 
tations,  . 

On  the  first  point  we  observe,  that  the  Court  wil 
preserve  their  records  from  all  inconsistencies,  grosi 
inconsistencies  at  the  least. 

If  the  Court  should  sanction  this  indictment,  and 
proceed  to  sentence  the  prisoner,  how  would  the  re- 
cord appear? 

The  prisoner  may  be  offered  as  a  witness  in  some 
foreign  Court.  To  do  away  his  competency  a  copy 
of  the  record  may  be  produced ;  and  it  would  appear 
that  the  Supreme  Court  of  Vermont  had  convicted  a 
nian  of  an  offence  alleged  in  the  indictment  to  have 
been  committed  before  the  Norman  conquest 

By  the  common  law  it  has  ever  been  considered  as 
material  to  set  forth  in  an  indictment  the  day,  month 
and  year,  and  even  the  hour  when  the  time  of  day  is 
necessary  to  ascertain  the  nature  of  the  offence,  HaW" 
kins*  Pleas  of  the  Crown,  vol.  2.  p.  325,  334,  335, 
Hale^s  P.  C  vol.  2.  p.  177.  Com.  Dig.  vol.  4. 
p.  393. 

If  the  indictment  lay  the  offence  on  an  impossible 
day,  or  on  a  day  that  makes  the  indictment  repugnant 
to  itself,  it  is  insufficient.    Hawk.  P.  C.  c.  25.  s.  77. 

In  support  of  the  second  point  we  observe,  that 
Vermofa  Stat,   scction  3.  of  the  limitation  act  limits  the  prosecution 
vol.  2.  p  406.     £^^  ^j^^j*^  ^^  gj^  years  after  the  commission  of  the  of- 
fence, and  not  afterwards;  and  that  no  dispute  mi^t 
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fcrisc  respecting  dates,  section  5.  provides,  that  thfc  State 
clerk  shall  minute  on  the  indictment  under  his  ofBcial  o.  s. 
signature,  the  true  day,  month  and  yeat  in  which  the 
same  is  exhibited  in  Court. 

The  language  of  the  Legislature  is  plain.  Look 
within  the  body  of  the  indictment  for  the  precise  time 
in  which  the  offence  is  alleged  to  have  been  com- 
mitted. Inspect  the  indorsement  for  the  clerk's  mi- 
nute of  the  time  of  the  exhibition  of  the  indicjtoent 
in  Court*  Compare  the  several  dates*  If  they  differ 
more  than  six  years  in  case  of  larceny^  then  the  in^ 
dictment  is  insufficient 

State  Atjfeomey.  For  thfe  government  we  contend, 
that  the  day,  month  and  year  is  sufficiendy  set  forth 
in  the  mdictment  The  second  day  of  Marchy  Anno 
Domini  one  thousand  eight,  must  be  considered  to 
intend  the  second  day  of  March  one  thousand  eight 
hundred. 

The  expression  in  the  indictment  carries  this 
idea  so  naturally  and  forcibly  to  the  comprehension 
of  all  unprejudiced  minds,  that  it  is  observable,  that 
diu-ing  the  whole  course  of  the  trial,  this  supposed 
defect  was  not  noticed.  The  Petit  Jury  considered  it 
to  mean  the  year  eighteen  hundred  when  the  indict- 
ment was  read  to  them  in  their  charge.  The  prisoner 
himself  so  understood  it  when  the  indictment  was 
read  to  him  on  his  arraignment,  and  it  was  left  to  the 
critical  acumen  of  the  learned  and  ingenious  counsel 
to  discover  and  apply  a  meaning  to  it  pregnant  with 
absurdity. 

In  the  construction  of  indictments  as  well  as  sta- 
tutes, they  are  to  be  so  construed  as  to  render  them 
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Stett       consbten^  if  it  caii  be  done  without  violence  to  Uic 
a.  &        wording  of  th^i.     If  the  indictment  was  ori^nally 
-     7  -  defecdve  in  this  part,  we  si^bmit  to  the  Court  if  it  is 
not  one  of  those  minor  defects  cured  by  the  verdict. 

But  we  shall  ccmtend  that  it  is  not  defective.    An 
indictment  which  sets  forth  the  crime  to  have  been 
committed  at  a  time  before  or  sf  ter  the  preciae  day  of 
the  actual  commission  of  the  o&noe,  is  sufficient 
Canu  Dig.  vol.  4«  p.  393* 

AU  the  authorities  say  the  time  is  immaterial,  and 
that  the  true  question  is,  is  the  allegation  sufficient? 

If  the  time  set  forth  does  not  express  the  year 
1800>  yet  it  e\^  -esses  a  time  pasty  and  not  a  time 
future,  which  we  concede  would  h^  an  impossible 
timi^. 

It  is  said  the  time  set  forth  in  the  indktkient  b 
that  from  which  the  limitation  is  to  be  computed,  put 
in  opposition  with  the  clerk's  minute  of  the  exhibit 
tion  of  it  in  Court* 

We  coniuder  the  date  of  the  clerk's  minute  to  be 
one  point  ^  computation ;  the  other  is  not  the  allega- 
tion of  the  time  of  the  commission  of  the  oflence  set 
forth  in  the  indictment,  but  the  actual  time  shewn  ia 
evidence.  The  whole  current  of  the  practice  of  the 
Court  has  been  to  decide  on  testimony  offered  in  cri- 
minal trials  on  the  point  whether  within  or  beyond 
the  statute  of  limitations  in  the  aatwe  of  demurrer  to 
such  evidence. 

Reverse  this  practice.  Suppose  a  person  charged 
with  the  crime  of  theft,  and  the  indictment  should 
set  forth  the  offence  to  have  been  committed  injra 
sex  onnosy  and  the  Court  held  the  respondent  to  the 
day  alleged,  and  it  should  appear  by  plenary  proof 
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llmt  the  olfence  was  actually  committed  twenty  years  9t«ia 
before  the  time  allegated  in  the  indictment,  must  the  G.'s. 
defendant  be  estopped  from  sheltering  himself  by  the  ■*■"■"■ 
statute  of  limitations  ? 

Marsh.  Mr.  Attorney  seems  himself  to  doubt 
trhether  on^  thousand  eight  can  be  understood  to  in- 
tend eighteen  hundred.  He  dierefore  submits  to  the 
consideration  of  the  Court,  whether  this  defect  b  not 
cured  by  the  verdict* 

We  believe  that  the  doctrine  does  not  ap|dy  to 
criminal  process.  In  the  systematical  writers,  under 
the  head  of  what  defects  may  be  cured  by  v^dict^ 
all  the  cases  are  of  a  civil  nature* 

But  it  is  objected,  that  if  the  time  alleged  in  the 
indictment  is  relied  upon  to  compute  the  term  of  the 
statute  limitation,  a  person  might  in  a  supposed  case 
be  excluded  from  the  privilege  of  it,  though  the  time 
iof  the  actual  commission  oif  the  ofl^nce  would  have 
brought  him  within  the  statute  of  limitations ;  but 
because  the  person  charged  may  avail  himself  of  die 
time  set  forth  in  the  indictment  to  ground  his  bar  in 
limitation  upon,  non  constat  that  when  the  actual 
time  of  the  commission  of  the  offence  is  shewn  in 
evidence,  he  may  not  avail  himself  of  the  privilege 
secured  to  him  by  the  statute  of  limitations  by  parol 
demurrer  to  such  evidence  on  trial* 

The  truth  is,  the  prisoner  has  a  right  to  many  in*  - 
dulgences,  and  that  in  fiivour  of  innocence ;  for  the 
law  views  every  man  innocent  until  final  judgment 
.  2>e  passed  against  him;  and  a  well  ordered  govern- 
ment  never  delights  in  convietion* 
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siuto  The  Chief  Judge  delivered  the  opinion  of  ibo 


G.  s.        Court. 

.      "U.  I 


N 


The  Court  consider  the  indictment  so  radically 
defective,  that  no  judgment  of  conviction  can  be 
rendered  upon  it. 

Bvery  sufficient  indictment  most  set  forth  the  day, 
month  and  year,  and  in  cases  of  bui^lary  the  hour 
%vhen  the  offence  was  committed ;  and  though  ano- 
ther day  may  be  shewn  in  evidence  on  trial,  yet  it 
must  be  a  day  within  the  term  prescribed  by  the  sta- 
tute of  limitations,  and  the  day  set  forth  in  the  indict- 
ment must  be  also  some  day  within  the  statute  time, 
qr  the  indictment  will  be  insufficient. 

Judgment  arrested,  and  the  prisoner  discharged- 

fr.  C.  Harringtony  State  Attorney. 
Amos  Marshy  for  defendant. 


William  Coit,  John  Pomroy,  and  Josuita 

Chamberlain, 

against 
Samuel  B.  Sheldon. 


After  Ml  ap.      ERROR.     This  writ  was  brought  to  reverse  ^ 

pearance   and     ,  «!#•*• 

imparlance,  all  judgment  recovcred  by  the  defendant  m  error  against 
iibnai  servuT'  the  now  pkuntifis,  by  the  consideration  of  ChUtendeii 
we  waived.       bounty  Court,  February  tmay  A.  D.  1801,  on  de, 

fault,  upon  an  action  of  debt  on  a  bail-bond,  jointly 
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and  severally  made  and  executed  by  the  plaintiffs  in     Coit  et  4. 
error  to  the  sheriff  of  Chittenden  County,  for  the  ad-      Sheldon. 
mitting  fTilSam  Cait  to  die  liberties  of  the  priscxi  -*~— 
yard.    Bond  assigned  by  James  Sawyer^  sheriff,  to 
the  present  defendant,  in  the  words  following,  to  wit: 

Know  all  men  by  these  presents,  that  I,  James 

Sawyer^  the  sheriff  within  named,  do  hereby  assign 

and  set  over  the  within  bond  or  obligation  to  Samuel 

B.  Shebbmj  the  plaintiff  herein  mentioned,  pursuant 

to  die  law  in  that  case  made  and  provided^ 

In  witness  whereof  I  have  hereunto  set  my  hand   . 
and  seal  this  21st  day  oiMay^  Anno  Domini  1800. 

James  Sawyer. 
Signed,  sealed  and  delivered 
in  presence  of 

/as.  Smith. 

The  ori^nal  writ  dated  15th  July,  1800 ;  the  offi- 
cer's return  on  the  same. 

Richmond,  August  28th,  1800.  Then  served  this 
writ  by  attaching  the  body  of  Joshua  Chamberlain^ 
and  took  the  underwritten  bail  for  his  appearance  at 
Court. 

James  Sawyer,  Sheriff. 

And  also  took  Job  Boynton  for  bail  for  the  other 
two  defendants'  appearances. 

James  Sawyer^  Sheriff. 
Bail, 

Syhanus  Churchy 
Job  Boynton^ 
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dittftfti.        General  issue  jJeaded,  and  record  exhibited  m 


V. 

SMdon.      oyer* 


Besides  the  general  assignment  of  errors,  and  die 
common  exception  that  the  judgment  ought  to  have 
been  rendered  in  the  reverse,  the  plaintiffs  in  error 
assigned  the  following: 

First,  There  is  error  in  this,  for  that  the  said  as- 
signment, by  said  James  Sawyer^  sheriff,  of  the  bail- 
bond  mentioned  in  said  Sheldon^s  writ  and  declara- 
tion mentioned,  ought  by  law  to  have  been  made  and  | 
executed  under  the  hand  and  seal  of  the  said  «heri£^ 
and  the  same  is  so  described  in  said  ShMon^s  writ 
and  declaration ;  wliereas  in  truth  and  in  fact  the  said 
sheriff  did  not  affix  any  seal  to  said  assignment^  as 
appears  by  the  exemplification  of  the  said  assignment 
on  the  records  of  the  County  Court  spread  here,  ex- 
hibited in  Court. 

Secondly.  There  is  error  in  this,  that  it  does  not 
appear,  by  the  sheriff's  return  on  said  writ  and  pro- 
cess of  the  said  Sheldon  against  them  the  said  Wil-  ] 
liam  Coitj  John  Pomroy^  and  Joshua  Chmmbeflain^ 
that  any  service  or  notice  of  the  same  writ  or  process 
was  made  or  given  to  the  said  fViUiam  Coit  and  John 
Pomroyy  as  the  law  in  such  cases  requires^ 

After  some  conversation  rather  desultory  upon  the 
necessity  of  affixing  a  seal,  which  it  was  contended 
by  the  defendant's  counsel  was  not  necessary  in  a 
statute  assigmnent,  because  such  assignment  is  ope- 
rative, not  from  the  act  of  a  private  individual,  which 
ought  to  be  accompanied  with  obtain  solemnities  in- 
dicative of  his  deliberate  ccHisent,  but  by  force  of  the 
law  operatmg  through  the  niinistry  of  its  known    . 
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officer ;  and  after  a  recurrence  to  the  11th  section  of    c^t  et  «L 
the  ^'  act  relating  to  gaols  and  gaolers^  and  for  the      Sholdoa. 
relief  of  persons  imprisoned  therein,"  the  first  e^cep-  y^^^  su^ 
tion  in  error  was  abandoned :  ^•'*  3-  p-  284. 

On  the  second  exception,  the  counsel  for  the 
plaintiffs  contended,  that  it  was  apparent  by  the  offi- 
cer's return  on  the  original  writ,  that  no  notice  of  the 
suit  had  been  given  to  two  of  the  then  defendants. 
The  return  simply  states,  that  the  sheriff  had  taken ' 
Job  Boynton  for  bail  for  the  appearances  of  the  other 
two  defendants. 

Sed  per  Curiam.  The  Court  have  inspected  the 
vecord.  We  find  that  the  suit  on  the  baH-bond 
iM-ougfat  by  Samuel  B.  Sheldon  as  assignee  of  the 
sheriff  agwist  the  present  plaintifis  in  error,  was  en- 
tered at  the  September  term  of  Chittenden  Coun^ 
Court,  1800,  when  all  the  defendants,  now  plaintiffs 
in  error,  appeared  by  their  attorney  Elnathan  Keyes^ 
an  enrolled  attorney  of  the  Court.  Tlie  cause  was  con- 
tinued under  a  rule  entered  by  agreement  of  parties, 
that  judgment  should  be  entered  by  de&ult  at  the 
February  term,  1801. 

After  an  appearance  and  imparlance,  all  defects  in 
personal  service  are  waived. 

Plaintiff's  counsel.  With  submission,  we  con- 
ceive, that  the  appearance  of  Mr.  Keyes^  who  was 
merely  the  attorney  of  Chamberlahiy  ought  not  to 
operate  against  the  other  defendants,  who  had  no 
notice  of  the  suit. 
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(^t  et  al.         Pet  Curiam.    The  record  is  express.    Mr.  Keyes 

SheMon.      appeared  as  the  attorney  of  all  the  then  defendants, 

-'  and  entered  into  a  rule  for  an  imparlance ;  and  it  is 

HVThen  the  name  / 

of  an  attorney  probable  that  the  defendants'  waiver  of  their  plea  in 

appears  on  the  «•   •  • 

record,  the  Abatement  for  want  of  sufficient  service,  was  the  qtdi 
suffer  the  re-  pro  quo  for  the  couscnt  of  Sheldon  to  the  conti- 

cord  to  be  con* 
trovcrted.    If  a  nuanCC. 

SSuwd^y^  ^"*  ^  ^^  ^  ^^  "^^y^  ^^^  record  must  not  be  coi^ 
"^'^sd^not  re-  t'"<^verted.  The  plaintiffs  in  error,  it  appears  by  it, 
tained»  he  may  have  had  their  day  in  Court  in  the  original  suit. 

have    his    re-  ^  ^ 

nedy.  If  the  fact  be,  that  Mr.  Keyea  appeared  for  them 

without  being  engaged,  which  is  not  readily  pre- 
sumable in  an  officer  of  this  Court,  especially  a  gen- 
deman  of  Mr.  Keyes^  character,  Pomroy  and  Ccit 
have  their  action  for  the  injury,  and  they  must  resort 
to  it.  They  cannot  have  relief  in  the  present  suit. 
The  defendant  in  error  must  not  suffer  by  their  laches, 
or  the  misconduct  of  their  attorney  of  record« 

Let  judgment  be  entered,  that  the  Court  have  in- 
spected the  record,  and  find  that  there  is  no  error  ] 
therein ;  that  the  judgment  of  the  County  Court  is 
affirmed,  and  that  the  defendant  in  error  have  his 
costs. 

IV.  C  Harrington  and  «/a^  Fay^  for  plaintiffs. 
' ,  for  defendant. 


i 
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Doe 

V. 

Whltlock. 


Doe,  ex  dem.  Samuel  Mix,  "^ 

against 
Joel  Whitlock,  Tenant.  t 

Ejectment   to   recover  possession  of  sixty-  To  render  ralW 

four  acres  of  land  in  the  township  and  island  of  South  under  the  ^ct 

Hero  in  Lake  Champlain^  being  Lot  No.  75.  ao.aSJ*  doUa«, 

Common  rule  entered,  and  general  issue  to  the  K^S^iTgTwi 

or  general  list 
made    by    the 

Plaintiff  read  the  charter  of  South  Hero,  signed  by  •^J^ctmen  and 

_,  ^   ,       _  »      S  /    delivrredtothe 

the  Governor  of  the  State,  dated  27th  October^  1779,  conataWe  of  any 
in  which  James  Hopkint  appears  to  be  an  original  town,  must  be 
grantee,  and  then  stated  that  the  land  demanded  was  be^n  "de%«»iicd 
severed  to  Ac  right  oi  Hopkins,  and  that  his  tide  ac*  illji^r^'of  ^tlS?' 
crued  by  the  sale  of  the  land  at  public  vendue  for  the  ist^/Jb^JmiiT 
Bon-payment  of  a  tax  under  the  act  •'  for  the  purpose  ^^^^• 
of  raising  thirty  thousand  dollars,"  passed  November, 
3,  1791. 

He  then  read  the  warrant  of  the  State  Treasurer, 
directing  the  first  constable  of  South  Hero  to  collect 
one  halfpenny  on  each  acre  of  land  in  said  town, 
dated  2d  October^  1792, 

He  then  exhibited  a  paper  purporting  to  be  the 
assessment  of  the  tax  by  the  selectmen  on  the  lands 
in  the  town,  dated  1st  February,  1793. 

Defendant's  counsel  objected  to  this  paper  being 
read  to  the  Jury,  and  took  two  exceptions : 

First.  That  the  assessment  does  not  appear  to  have 
-been  returned  to  the  Treasurer  of  the  State. 

39 


' 


L^ 
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Doe  Secondly.  That  the  assessment  is  not  made  agree- 

WhiUock.      ably  to  tlie  statute,  in  that  the  lots,  ranges,  &c;  are 
^-         '  not  particularly  specified;    but  the  lands  are  de- 

scribed generally,  as  being  holdeu  by  the  original 
T^roprietors. 

Per  Curiam.  The  paper  cannot  be  admitted  in 
evidence.  When  a  title  to  real  estate  is  defeated  by 
operation  of  law,  the  statute  must  be  stricdy  pur- 
sued. 

The  object  of  the  act  in  directing  that  the  return 
of  the  assessment  by  the  selectmen  should  be  made 
•  to  the  Treasurer,  is  important  and  obvious.  It  is  to 
give  notice  to  non-resident  owners  of  the  precise 
amount  of  the  demand  which  is  made  upon  thdr 
lands  for  the  purposes  of  government,  m  order  thai 
they  might  not  be  divested  of  their  lands  through 
mistake  or  ignorance.  Perhaps  no  government  has 
been  more  careful  in  this  respect  than  that  of  Fer- 
mvnt.  1'he  whole  tenor  of  this  act  exhibits  a  mailed 
.    attention  to  rights  of  the  land  owners. 

It  levies  a  tax  of  one  halfpenny  per  acre  on  all  the 
lands  in  the  State  for  a  great  and  beneficial  purpose, 
no  less  than  to  raise  the  sum  to  be  paid  to  the  State 
of  AVw-  Y&rky  agreed  upon  by  the  several  State  com- 
missioners for  the  final  adjustment  of  certain  contro- 
versies which  had  unhappily  arisen  between  this  and 
that  highly  respectable  State.  The  act  passed  Ab- 
vember  3d,  1791,  but  the  tax  was  to  be  collected  and 
paid  into  the  treasury  by  the  1st  day  of  January^ 
1 794.  The  State  Treasurer  is  directed  between  th( 
1st  of  October  and  the  1st  of  November^  1792,  to 
issue  his  warrant  to  die  first  constable  of  each  or- 
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ganized  town  in  the  State  to  collect  the  tax  in  tlicir^  r>«« 
towns  respectively.  Upon  the  receipt  of  the  warrant  whiticxk. 
the  constable  is  to  give  notice  to  the  selectmen  of  the  — — 
town,  who,  before  the  1st  of  March^  1793,  are  to 
make  out  and  deliver  to  the  constable  a  rate-bill  con- 
taining a  list  of  all  the  lands  in  such  town  held  in  se*. 
veralty,  and  the  number  of  acres  contained  in  each 
lot,  and  the  range  in  which  it  lies,  or  the  div  ision  tp 
which  it  was  drawn  or  pitched,  and  the  tax  to  be  paid 
on  the  same ;  and  if  there  be  undivided  land  in  such 
town,  the  selectmen  shall,  under  their  oath  of  oflSce, 
make  an  estimate  of  the  quantity  of  the  land  so  undi- 
vided, to  the  best  of  their  judgment,  which,  together 
with  the  other  lands  in  said  town,  they  shall  form  into 
one  general  list,  and  return  an  attested  copy  thereof^ 
on  or  before  the  1st  oi  November^  1793,  to  the  Trca- 
surer  of  the  State ;  and  if  the  tax  should  not  be  paid 
by  the  1st  September y  1793,  the  collector  was  to  pro- 
ceed to  advertise  in  all  the  public  newspapers  in  the 
State,  six  weeks  successively,  the  sum  assessed  to 
each  person,  the  place  where  the  same  would  be  re- 
ceived, and,  in  case  of  delinquency,  the  place  where 
and  the  time  when  the  same  would  be  sold ;  and  in 
twenty  days  after  such  publication,  the  collector  on 
non-payment  might  proceed  to  vend  the  land. 

The  return  was  to  be  made  to  the  Treasurer's 
office,  not  merely  as  a  direction  to  that  officer  in  his 
duty,  but  the  Treasurer's  office  was  to  serve  as  a 
public  place  of  deposit  for  the  assessments.  That 
before  the  publication  in  the  newspapers,  the  select- 
men's return  of  the  assessment  might  be  resorted  te 
by  the  land  owners  to  learn  the  amount  of  their  se- 
veral  taxes ;  and  it  might  at  all  times  serve  as  a  check 
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Do«         upon  the  collector,  that  he  might  not  collect  a  larger 

whitiock.      sum  than  legally  assessed. 

Tins   eewcrai      T^c  Coui  t  consider  the  paper  ofiered  in  evidence 
list  must  ascer-  ^^  j^^  defective  in  substance  also.    The  e«neral  terms 

tain    all    the       ^  ^ 

lartis  in  such  j^  which  the  assessment  is  made  out,  does  not  an- 

tojh    held    in  ^  ^ 

severalty,  and  swcr  the  beneficial  requirements  of  the  act,  which  arc 

the  number  «f  ,  ,  -       ,  ,  , 

ncres  contain-  to  enable  every  land  owner  to  know  the  precise  sum 
and*"the^ran^  he  has  to  render  to  the  government,  and  to  enable 
iLnr^the  divU '  ^^"^  ^^  corrcct  the  collector  in  any  departure  from 
sion  to  whicii  it  official  duty. 

vas  drawn   or'  •' 

pitched,  and         It  is  therefore  the  opmion  of  the  Court,  that  the 

the  tax  to  be  *  «. 

paid   on    the  paper  adduced  by  the  plaintiff  cannot  be  read  to  th« 

Jurj'* 

Tyler ^  Judge,  hesitante  as  to  the  first  exception. 

Plaintiff  nonsuited. 

Mlnathan  KeyeSj^  for  plaintiff. 
fF.  C.  Harrington^  for  defendant. 


Nicholas  Austin  against  V^tzvl  D^lls. 
'   Where  the      COVENANT  broken, 

deed    is     not 

merely  the  in-      Declaration  for  that  the  said  Dilk.  at  Burlingtoih 

ducement    but  ,  ,  j 

the  foundation  by  a  Certain  obligation  or  covenant  under  his  hand 
OP  where  the  and  scal,  dated  \2\h  November  J  1794,  said  covenant 
is^not^ created  icciting,  that  the  plaintiff  Iiad  at  great  expense  pro- 

by  operation  of  " 

law,  but  b^  the  act  of  the  party,  the  plaintiff  muat  make  profert  in  his  dedv^tioo  of 

the  obligation  or  othe^  itistrument  embracing  a  contract 
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cured  a  warrant  of  survey  of  a  township  of  land  in       Austin 
the  Province  of  Lower  Canadoy  called  Bolton^  for        l>iM». 
himself  and  associates,  and  that  he  had  advanced 
large  sums  of  money  in  locating  said  township.  That 
the  Governor  of  Lower  Canada  had  determined  to 
grant  said  land  to  the  plaintiff  and  his  associates,  to 
be  holden  in  common,  making  1,200  acres  to  each 
associate.    That  the  plaintiff  had  a  right  to  appoint 
his  associates,  and  did  name  said  Dills  to  be  one  of 
them,  for  the  express  purpose  of  reconveying  part  of 
the  same  to  the  plaintiff  for  his  trouble  and  expense 
in  the  business :  and  he  the  said  Dills^  in  considera- 
tion thereof,  did  by  said  covenant  bind  anc^  oblige 
himself,  that  on  having  his  name  inserted  in  the  pa- 
tent that  he  would  immediately  make  and  execute, 
agreeably  to  the  laws  of  the  Province  of  Lower  Ca- 
nadoj  a  deed  conveying  in  fee  all  his  right  to  the 
lands  in  said  Bolton j    which  he  had  acquired  by 
having  his  name  inserted  in  the  patent  or  charter, 
lexcepting  to  two  hundred  acres,  which  said  Dii/sj  in 
consideration  of  the  premises,  was  to  reside  upon,  or 
procure  some  person  with  a  family  to  reside  upon 
seven  years ;  and  that  he  or  such  person  and  family 
should  enter  upon  said  two  hundred  acres,  so  to  re- 
side, in  one  year  from  said  12th  day  of  November^ 
and  should  clear  and  cultivate  twenty  acres  of  the 
same  within  two  years  from  the  date  of  said  charter 
or  patent,  or  that  the  said  Dills  would  convey  the  said 
two  hundred  acres  to  the  plaintiff,  or  to  some  person 
who  should  effectuaUy  cultivate  the  same.    And  the 
plaintiff  avers,  that  in  pursuance  of  the  covenant  he 
procured  the  said  charter  or  patent,  by  virtue  of 
which  said  Dills  was  entitled  to  1,200  acres  of  land 
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Ansti*       in  said  BolUm;  but  though  oflen  requested  he  refuses 

Dills.        to  convey  to  the  plaintiff  the  s£ud  one  thousand  acres, 

^  nor  within  one  year  from  the  said  12th  day  of  Nth 

vember^  did  he  reside  on  the  same  200  acres,  or  pro* 
cure  any  person  with  a  family  so  to  do ;  nor  withm 
two  years  from  the  date  of  said  patent  or  charter,  did 
he  cultivate  said  twenty  acres,  nor  reconyey  the  same 
to  the  plaintiff,  or  to  any  other  person  who  would 
effectually  cultivate  the  same;  ad  damnum^  2,009 
dollars. 

To  this  declaration  defendant  demurred,  and  for 
special  cause  of  demurrer  set  forth. 

That  the  plaintiff  hath  not  in  his  declaration  made 
profert  of  the  obligation  or  covenant  counted  upon. 

Joinder  in  demurrer. 

Counsel  for  the  defendant.  The  plaintiff  has  d^ 
elared  upon  a  covenant  entered  into  by  tlie  defendant 
and  assigned  particular  breaches.  The  law  requires 
that  he  should  have  the  deed  or  obligation  in  Court, 
and  offer  to  shew  if,  that  the  defendant  may  demand 
it  in  oyer  J  and  avail  himself  of  it  in  his  defence. 

Counsel  for  plaintiff.  We  have  recited  the  whole 
obligation  substantially  in  the  declaration,  and  tbe 

defendant  can  have  every  advantage  from  the  deck- 

• 

ration  itself  that  he  could  have  derived  from  an  in- 
spection of  the  deed.  The  reason  of  the  tnanstrcms 
dejait  is  done  away. 

Sed  per  Curiam.  The  principle  of  law  is,  that 
where  the  deed  is  not  merely  the  inducement  b«rf 
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the  Ibundation  of  the  action,  or  where  the  right  of  Autin 
notion  is  not  created  by  operation  of  law,  but  by  the  duu. 
act  of  the  party,  tfie  obligation  or  any  other  instni^  - 

ment  embracing  a  contract,  must  be  proferted  in  the 
declaration*'  It  is  not  sufficient  for  the  plaintiff  to 
say,  I  have  set  it  forth  substantially,  or  even  verbatim 
et  literatim  in  the  declaration,  but  he  must  give  no- 
tice  that  he  has  it  ready  to  be  sheivn, 

First,  for  the  inspection  of  the  Court,  duit  they 
may  see  whether  it  is  duly  executed,  and  withoul 
rasure  or  interlineation* 

Secondly,  for  the  benefit  of  the  adverse  party,  that 
he  may  know  whether  it  be  his  seal  and  signature; 
whether  there  be  any  indorsements  or  addenda,  or 
references  to  other  mstruments,  which  may  vary  the 
covenants,  or  shew  that  they  have  been  in  part  or 
whcdly  fulfiUed ;  and  particularly  that  he  may  com^^ . 
ipare  it  with  the  declaration,  and  incorporate  a  correct 
transcript  of  it  with  the  record,  that  the  judgment 
rendered  upon  it  may  be  pleaded  in  bar  to  any  future 
action. 

Declaration  insufficient. 

And  now  the  plaintiff  moved  for  a  rule  upon  de-  After '  jm^. 
fendant  to  shew  cause  why  he  should  not  have  leave  ?emupwruie 
#f  Court  to  amend  his  declaration.  motion  ^^Tl 

Rule  granted.      mcnSTd  on  paV- 

ment  of  cosli. 

Counsel  for  defendant.  The  statute  of  jeofails 
expressly  excepts  those  defects  in  the  declaration 
which  the  party  demurring  shall  especially  set  down 
in  demurrer.  We  conceive  it  is  beyond  the  power  ef 
^  Court  to  order  amendments  in  such  case. 
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Sed  per  Curiam.  The  Couit  wil(  nevi^  tarn  a 
DOb.  party  over  to  a  new  action  while  the  present  suit  can 
'  be  sustained  without  injuiy  to  the  adverse  party. 

The  Court  consider  the  powers  given  to  them  by 
remunn  Sut.   the  51st  section  of  the  act  defining  their  powers^  and 

regulating  judicial  proceedings,  to  be  veiy  clearly 
expressed. 

The  act  declares. 

First.  That  no  summons,  writ,  declaration,  return, 
process,  judgment,  or  othec  proceeding  m  civil 
causes,  in  any  of  the  Courts  in  this  State,  shall  be 
abated,  arrested,  quashed,  or  reversed,  for  any  defi^ 
or  want  of  form :  but  the  said  Courts  respe&tivefy 
shall  proceed  and  give  Judgment  according  to  the 
right  of  the  case  and  matters  in  law^  as  shall  appear 
unto  them^  without  regarding  any  imperfections^  de^ 
fects^  or  want  qfform  in  such  writ,  declaration,  or 
other  pleading,  return,  process,  judgment,,  or  cause 
of  proceeding  whatsoever ;  except  those  only  in  case 
of  demurrer,  which  the  party  demurring  shall  spe- 
cially set  down  and  express,  together  with  his  de- 
;nurrer  as  the  cause  thereof. 

Thus  far  there  is  no  amendment  contemplated  by 
the  act.  But  the  Court,  with  a  fixed  eye  to  law  and 
justice,  are  to  disregard  all  technical  defects,  excq>t« 
ing  those  to  which  their  attention  is  particularly 
drawn  by  special  demurrer.  Such  they  are  obliged 
to  notice,  and  to  decide  whether  they  render  the  de- 
clanition,  &c.  insufficient  or  not.  If  the  Court  decide 
in  bvour  of  the  demurrant,  the  statute,  pursuing  the 
liberal  intent  declared  in  the  outset,  that  no  sum- 
mons, writ,  declaration,  &c.  shall  be  abated,  arrested, 
quashed  or  reversed  for  want  of  form^  provides, 
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**  Aat  the  said  Court  respectively  shall  and  may,  by       Awrfn 
virtue  of  this  act,  from  time  to  time  amend  all  and        ^'tUs. 
every  siich  Imperfisctions,  defects,  and  want  of  form,  "^ 

other  than  those  only  which  the  party  demurring 
shall  express  as  aforesaid/' 

-  Here  «!  ample  power  given  to  the  Court  to  order 
amendments  from  time  to  time,  excepting  those  set 
down  in  dehiurrer. 

But  tile  statute  proceeds— And  the  Court  •"  may 
at  any  time  permit  either  of  t!ic  parties  to  amend  any 
defect  in  the  process  or  pleadings,  upon  such  condi- 
tions as  the  said  Courts  respectively  shall  in  their 
discretion  by  th^ir  rules  prescribe." 

Amendments  may  be  therefore  made  in  all  possi- 
ble cases,  and  the  only  correct  distinction  which  can 
be  taken  between  amendments  before  and  subsequent 
to  special  demurrer,  that  the  former  may  be  made 
ftithef  by  the  peremptory  direction  of  the  Court,  or 
application  of  the  party,  without  costs j  and  the  latter 
shall  be  sul^red  upon  such  conditions  as  the  Court 
shall  in  their  discretion  by  their  rules  prescribe. 

Therefore,  in  the  present  case,  the  plaintiff  has 
leave  to  amend. 

Let  the  rule  be  made  absolute,  with  conditions 
that  the  plaintiff  render  to  the  defendant  his  costs 
from  the  commencement  of  the  suit  to  this  time,  and 
that  he  tax  no  costs  against  the  defendant  prior  to  the 
next  term  of  the  Court,  to  which  the  cause  is  by  or- 
der  of  Court  continued. 

Rule  made  absolute. 

■ 

Daniel  Chipman  and  Samuel  A^er^  for  plaintiff. 
fV.  C.  Shrringtaity  for  defendant. 

40 
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Sherwood 

V. 

Pearl. 


Adiel  Shbrwoop  agabiit  Stepjiik  Pxa«£, 


inea9ea«unst      SPECIAL  aption  OQ  ifac  casc  foT  tfdkuig  iosufir 

the  sheriflT  for     .         .     ..  ^ 

taking  insuffi-  cient  bail* 

mesL  prtJ^s,      Plaintiff  declares,  that  defendant  was  sheriff  of 

luf^d  by  the  Chittenden  County,  during  the  years  179ft,  1794, 

S^'ifihe'^exel  ^^^^  ^^  ^^^^^  '^'***^  ^  purchascd  out  a  writ  of 
eution  which    attachment  returnable  to  C/uHenden  County  Comt, 

issued  upon  the  ^ 

ji.  fa.  against  dated  2Sd  Juluy  1793,  airainst  JMn  Led/mtlf  which 

the  bail,    may  _  _ 

be  so  far  im-  hc  delivered  to Enas  fFoodt  then  dqputy  toth^der 

peached  as  that  ^      ,  ,  «•  «  « 

tho  sheriff  may  icndant,  to  servc  and  return  according  to  law,  who  on 
^nce  under  the  ^^  ^^^  ^  ^^  9^m^  Jtdtf^  arrested  the  bo(fy  of  Led- 
STt'^'^he^^btii  g^d^  ^d  accepted  one  Robert  JForks  as  his  baiL 
d^t  *" ro'^'^rt"  ^*^^^  ^^  *^  February  term  of  the  County  Court, 
to  respond  the  1795,  he  rccovercd  judgment  against  Ledgtrd  for 
gainst  the  prin-  107  dols.  33  cts.  and  costs,  and  took  out  his  writ  of 

eipal  at  the  day  .  i  ^  i.  i    i  »         twt     »    « 

of  the  date  of  cxccution  and  delivered  the  same  ^o  ^ncut  Wood^  men 
pu    execution.  ^^^  <jeputy  to  the  defendant,  who  returned  it  nan  est. 

That  on  the  IQth  of  ^ugust^  1795,  he  purchaaed  out 
his  wHt  of  scire  facias,  against  the  bail,  Robert  fForks^ 
signed  by  John  Lanv^  Esquire,  one  at  the  Justices 
of  the  Peace  within  and  for  the  Count}'  of  CMtienden^ 
and  returnabte  to  Chittenden  County  Court,  SSeptem^ 
ber  term,  1795.  That  he  recovered  judgment  against 
Robert  fForksj  February  term,  1796,  for  144  dols. 
57  cts.  damages,  and  526  dels.  75  cts^  costs.  That  he 
took  out  his  writ  of  execution  10th  oi  August^  1796, 

and  delivered  it  to ,  another  deputy  to  the 

defendant,  who  within  60  days  returned  it  nan  est. 
That  the  judgment  is  in  no  part  satisfied.  -  And  sa 
he  says>  &c. 
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Pba^  geaeral  issue)  and  put  to  the  Juryi  Sherwood 

V. 

Pc«il. 

There  arc  two  points  made  ki  the  defence  t  ' 

First  That  the  writ  of  >rtrey!rdaj  was  signed  by 
a'Justice  of  the  Peace^  when  it  ought  to  have  been 
.signed  by  one  of  the  Judges,  or  the  Clerk  of  the 
County  Court. 

Secondly.  That  Sdbert  fPbrks  was  sufficient  as 
tmH  «t  Ae  time  he  indorsed  the  original  writ,  and 
Mvtinued  80  to  be  for  seven!  years  afterwards. 

The  first  point  was  by  agreement  of  the  parties 
seaerved  for  the  ojMnaon  of  the  Court. 

The  cause  proceeded  to  the  Jury  upon  the  second. 

To  the  evidence  adduced  in  support  of  this  the 
fibunael  for  the  plaintiff  objected. 

JUmdel  CtUfiiMrt*    The  act  concemmg  sureties  atld  Marmeii**  edit 

'^  oftheSUtutMi 

Artrey&di»y  passed  JfaTorcA  3d,  1787,  must  govern  in  p.irt 
Ais  case ;  by  the  4th  section  of  which  it  is  enacted, 
*^  ikm  wfata  aay  officer  or  other  person  serving  an 
•ttadment  or  authority,  issuing  a  replevin,  shall  take 
insufficient  bail  or  sureties  in  the  action,  he  shall  be 
liaUe  to  ainswer  all  damages  to  the  creditor  or  credit 
tors,  his  or  dieir  executors,  administrators  or  assigns, 
who  may  recover  the  same  i^nst  the  .person  taking 
such  insufficient  bail  or  sureties,  his  heirs,  executors 
mt  adn^nistrators,  in  a  qpecial  action  on  the  case  to  be 
brought  for  that  purpose.^' 

We  consider  that  the  words  of  the  statute  are  but 
the  expressions  of  the  common  law ;  that  no  time 
being  mentioned  in  the  statute  when  the  bail  shall  be 
sufficient,  it  must  be  intended,  in  order  to  carry  the 
beneficial  design  of  the  statute  into  effect,  that  the 


/\ 
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\ 
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Sbflnrw4     bail  shall  be  sufficient  at  the  time  of  the  iamim  dK 
Pearl.        Writ  of  executicMi  upon  the  scire jSicias* 

We  contend  further,  that  no  fihewng  of  ihe  suffi- 
ciency of  the  bail  can  be  made  at  aay  time  aiter  the 
issuing  of  the  execution  on  the  m^Jk* 

Amos  Marsh,  for  the  defendant.     Tlie  cqomqmid' 
law,  as  held  in  England^  certainly  will  not  apply  bere, 
owing  to  oiu*  di6ferent  modes  of  practice.  In  JStigimi 
with  great  propriety  the  ^eitff  is  holden  «t  aU  evcoti 
re&ponsible  for  bail  taken  by.  hini  on  saeane  process 
whilst  the  responsibility  lies  on  hinir  whicii  is  but  fot 
a  brief  period ;  for  when  the  Court  to  wbii^fa  the  writ 
is  returnable  is  opened  on  the  first  day  o£  ^  tfitiOj 
the  defendant  must  appear  and  enter  special  bail,  or 
be  defaulted,  and  thus  relieve  the  sheriff  from  his 
responsibility,  or  give  him  an  immediate  opportututy 
to  secure  himself;  but  by  our  practice  no  apecisl 
bail  in  such  case  is  entered  in  Court ;  and  if  the  Court 
should  consider  the  sheriff  responsible  for  the  suffi*' 
ciency  of  the  bail  until  the  issuing  of  the  exeeutiofi 
on  the  sci.  fy.  the  sheriff  would  in  all  cases  be  at  tte 
mercy  of  the  party.    He  might  take  sufficimt  b^  &r 
^  insolvent  debtor  upon  a  suit  instituted  for  the  re- 
cover}'  of  a  large  demand,  tlii&  b^l  niight  coatviii^ 
sufficient  for  years,  but  not  until  the  ternunation  of 
the  suit,  which,  by  connivance  between  the  parties 
may  be  protracted  with  the  design  of  lurching  tfa£ 
sheriff. 

The  silence  of  the  statute  respecting  the  time  wb^ 
the  bail  shall  be  found  sufficient,  plainly  shews  thaC 
the  Legislature  meant  to  leave  it  subject  to  tba 
sound  discretioil  of  the  Court. 
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If  itfe  b  tbe 4iii::ociiOn  of  the  Court,  surely  there     SboW 
never  wm  a  dm  vfaidi  cabled  more  fiorcibly  £or       Pe«^^  y 
their  interposition  ibm the pmiest.  [.- 

Onr  client  has  long  and  faithfully  served  the  State      ^' 

in  the  arduous  offif^  of  sheriff.  His  deputy  nearly 
ten  years  since  accepted  a  man  as  bail,  who  was  then 
^cfcnooivtedged  tp  be  4  man  of  haQdwme  property, 
sufficient  to  respond  many  such  judgments  as  th^ 
pifsent  plaintiff  l^s  reccrvered.  He  cpntifioed  amply 
req>onsible  for  years,  but  has  at  length  removed  from 
the  United  States.  During  this  time  the  suit  has  ' 
been  unreasonably  protracted ;  and  now,  when  our 
client  had  retired  from  office,  a  suit  is  instituted 
a^inst  him  for  the  supposed  default  of  his  deputy, 
whose  bonds  to  our  client  as  sheriff  have  probably 
ere  this  been  cancelled.  What  could  our  client  have 
done  as  a  faithful  officer  for  the  benefit  of  the  plaintiff 
that  he  has  not  done  ?  He  accepted  by  his  deputy, 
Enos  fToodj  bail  amply  sufficient.  Could  he  have 
enforced  and  accelerated  a  judgment  on  the  original 
suit  ?  or  was  it  expected  that  he  should  assume  the 
regal  prerogative,  and  have  issued  his  writ  of  ne  exeat 
regnum  against  the  bail. 

Per  Curiam.  The  non  est  returned  upon  the  writ 
of  execution  issued  upon  the  judgment  rendered  in 
the  action  of  scire  faciasy  may  be  so  &r  impeached, 
that  the  defendant  may  shew  in  evidence,  that  Robert 
Wbrks^  the  bail,  was  of  sufficient  property  to  respond 
the  judgment  on  the  10th  oi  August ^  1796^  when  the 
writ  of  execution  cm  the  sci.  fa.  \a  dated  and  was 
issued. 


318 


CHITTENDEN  COUNTY,  •flw. 
The  defiaidant  faiUng  to  shew  dus»  a  Ter£ct  wa 


Sherwood 

Peak       taken  for  the  plaintiff  by  consent,  subject  to  the  opi-* 


nioQ  of  the  Court  on  the  pwit  reserved. 


id  fix*  plaintiff,  210  dels.  25  cts. 


Samuel  Holler   and   Dmnel  Chipman^   for  tbe 
plmntiff. 

Amos  Marsh   and    fF.  C  Harrington^  for  de- 
fisndant. 
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CASES 


DETERMINED  IN  THE 


SUPREME  COURT  OF  JUDICATURE 


or   TXB 


STATE  OF  VERMONT. 


CHITTENDEN  COUNTY,  JUNE  ADJOURNED 

TERM,  A.  D.  1808. 


JOJ/ATHAN  ROBII/SOJ^y  Odef  Judge. 

ROYALL  TYLER,    >   .    .  ,    ,  ,  . 
-.„ «  ^«  .-  •  .^^  1    c  Aisutant  Jwage%. 


Adiel  She&wooo  against  Stephen  Peahi*, 

Reserved  case, 

THE  plaintiff  declared  against  the  defendant  as  a  writ  of  kvv 
late  sheriff  of  Chittenden  County,  for  the  lachqp  of  tt^bJgJSl: 
Enos  fTood,  his  deputy,  in  accepting  J?QAffr*  fTorks  S^2d"J^ 
as  bail,  on  mesne  process,  in  a  certain  action  com-  {jj^*  J'*^ 
menced  and  prosecuted  to  final  judgment  and  execu'  ^^  •^  not 
tion  by  the  plaintiff  against  one  John  Ledgerdy  he  the  tbePeMc^ 
said  Mobert  being  insufficient  as  bail.  The  cause 
being  put  to  the  Jury  upon  the  general  issue,  the  plain* 


I 
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Sherwood     ^jflp  offered  in  evidence  a  writ  of  scire  facias  brought 

PeaH.        by  Kim  against  the  said  Robert  Works  as  bail  to  the 

said  John  Ledgerd^  which  writ  was  signed  by  John 

Law^  Esquire,  one  of  the  Justices  of  the  Peace  within 

.   and  for  the  County  of  CkktettdeA^  ftild  itiade  itturoable 

to  Chittenden  County  Court,  September  term,  1795. 

In  Ml  tction  on  The  counsel  for  the  defendant  objected  to  the  writ 
die  sheriff  ft)r  of  scirc  facios  being  read  and  heard  in  evidence  bj' 
cient*i)aii  upon  the  Jury,  bccausc  they  say  that  such  writ  was  illegallj 
Sf  deSJSfnt'  issued,  anJi  ought  to  have  been  signed  by  one  of  4e 
^mSe  wlw  Judges  of  the  CouTity  Court,  or  by  tfieir  Clerk. 

privy  to  the 
judgment     a- 

Sjnst  the  bail.      It  is  hcrebv  ordered  by  the  Court,  with  the  con- 
at   he   may  . 

in  his  defence  sent  of  parties,  on  the  record  entered,  that  the  caosc 

take  advantasre 

of  a  radical^-  shall  procccd  to  the  Jury 9  and  a  verdict  be  cd^enoD 
eeM  *  upon  ^^e"  tlie  general  issue,  subject  to  the  opinion  of  the  Court 
*^*  •^*"  on  the  admission  of  the  above  writ  of  sdre  facias  in 

evidence.    That  is  to  say,  if  the  Court  shall  be  of 
opinion. 

First.  That  the  above  writ  of  scire  facias  was  il- 
legally issued ;  and, 

Secondly.  If  illegally  issued,  that  such  error  in  Ae 
process  can  be  taken  advantage  of  by  the  defendant 
in  this  present  action,  then  judgment  shall  be  entered 
for  the  defendant  with  legal  costs  of  suit. 

Bbt  if  the  Court  are  of  opinion  otherwise,  then 
judgment  shall  be  entered  for  the  plaintiff,  to  recover 
such  sum  in  damages  as  the  Jury  may  find  by  thetf 
verdict  with  le^al  costs. 

Verdict  for  plaintiff,  210  dols.  25  cts. 

By  order  of  Court, 

Sohmon  Miller^  Clerk. 
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The  reserved  ^case  was  argued  and  decided  this     Sherwood 
•enn.  Pearf. 


jimoB  Marsfu  We  conuder  that  the  plaintiff's 
^actioa  against  the  defendant,  late  sheriff  of  this  Coun- 
ty, is  a  demand  of  strict  right.  No  equitaUe  consi- 
deration can  be  shewn  for  it.  To  enf^ce  such  a 
demand  in  a  Court  of  Justice,  the  statute  must  be 
stricdy  pursued. 

The  plaintiff  complains,  that  the  defendant  hath 
liot  performed  his  duty  required  by  the  statute,  and 
therefore  he  says  he  is  entided  to  a  special  action  on 
the  case  upon  the  statute.  It  is  therefore  incumbent 
txi  him  to  shew  himself  within  the  purview  of  the 
statute,  and  that  he  also  hath  pursued  the  padi  of 
'  duty  prescribed  by  the  statute  in  comkig  at  this 
right 

We  say  he  hath  failed  in  this. 

Because  his  writ  of  scire  faeiasy  offered  by  him  in 
evidence  on  trial  to  the  Jury,  was  not  legally  issued, 
and  therefore  the  proceedings  upon  it  are  erroneous 
as  they  relate  to  the  bail,  and  void  as  they  relate  to 
the  present  defendant* 

That  the  writ  of  scire  facias  was  illegally  issued^ 
being  signed  by  a  Justice  of  the  Peace,  is  clear  from 
a  recurrence  to  the  act  passed  March  10th,  1787,  re-  ffameit^tt^t 
gulating  processes  and  proceedings  in  civil  causes,  p.  33. 
which  was  then  in  force,  and  which,  by  a  saving 
clause,  made  when  repealed,  is  to  be  in  full  force  as 
to  all  matters  and  things  done  or  transacted  during 
its  existence,  to  which  it  relates,  and  is  not  to  be  con« 
strued  to  affect  any  rights  or  remedies  accruing 
under  k. 
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saierwood         This  statute  adopts  the  common  law  distinctrad 

Pearl.        bet\veen  original  and  Judicial  process.    The  writ  in 

-"—""^  the  former  shall  be  signed  by  a  Judge  or  Clerk  of  the 

County  Court  before  which  the  cause  is  to  be  tried, 
or  by  a  Justice  of  the  Peace  of  the  same  County;  but 
judicial  writs,  of  the  nature  of  which  is  that  of  scire 
facias^  must  be  signed  by  a  Judge,  or  by  the  Ci^ k  of 
the  Court :  therefore  the  statute,  spe^dung  rf  tiiosc 
writs  which  may  be  signed  by  a  Justice  of  the  Peace, 
terms  them  '^  processes  to  be  commenced,"  that  is, 
to  be  originally  commenced.  But  the  writ  of  scire 
Jhcias  is  not,  technically  speaking,  a  process  to  be 
commenced,  but  a  writ  directed  to  a  party  to  shew 
cause  why  a  writ  of  execution  should  not  issue 
against  him  upon  a  judgment  already  rendered,  and 
a  process  which  hath  been  commenced.  That  the 
statute  holds  forth  this  distinction  in  proce^  before 
the  County  Court,  is  ccmfirmed  from  the  next  sen- 
tence, '^  And  all  writs  signed  by  a  Judge  or  Ckii 
of  the  County  Court  aforesaid,  as  wdl  original  as 
judicial." 

But  it  will  be  contended,  that  if  this  writ  of  scire 
facias  was -illegally  issued,  the  present  defendant 
cannot  in  this  action  take  advantage  of  suchd^ect  in 
the  process. 

We  consider  that  he  has  such  right.  Here  is  a 
void,  or  at  the  least  a  voidable  process,  and  the  exe- 
cution issued  upon  it  has  been  adduced  in  evidence 
to  shew  the  insufficiency  of  the  bail,  which  was  the 
main  point  in  issue  to  the  Jury,  The  defendant  in 
sci.  fa.  Robert  Works^  absconded  die  United  States^ 
and  the  judgment  against  him  was  rendered  by  de- 
fault   The  present  defendant  has  had  no. day  in 
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Court  to  shew  that  process  is  void.   When  he  is  now     Shemood 
made  privy  to  the  record,  shall  he  not  be  let  in  tliat        peari. 
the  mesne  process  is  void,  and  the  judgment,  exc-  —  " 

cution,  and  return  of  turn  est  consequently  void,  and 
therefore  the  legal  right  to  sustain  this  action  does 
not  exist  in  the  plaintiff. 

Daniel  Clupman.  Here  are  two  points  in  the  case 
reserved  to  be  considered  by  the  Court : 

First.  Whether  the  writ  of  sci.fa.  was  legally  or 
illegally  issued* 

In  refdy  to  the  construction  given  to  the  statute  of 
Mqrchf  1787,  by  the  opposing  counsel,  we  shall  read 
that  statute. 

^'  Be  it  enacted,  &:c.  that  the  ordinary  mode  of 
process  in  civil  causes,  in  the  several  Courts  of  Judi- 
cature within  this  State,  shall  be  by  summons  or  at- 
tachment, and  according  to  the  form  provided  by 
law ;  and  every  process  to  be  commenced  before  any 
County  Court  within  this  State,  shall  be  signed  by  a 
Judge  or  Clerk  of  the  County  Court  before  which  die 
cause  is  to  be  tried,  or  by  a  Justice  of  the  Peace  of  the 
same  County,  and  all  writs  and  processes  triable  in 
the  Supreme  Court,  and  therein  originally  com- 
menced, shall  be  signed  by  a  Judge  of  the  same ;  and 
all  writs  signed  by  a  Judge  or  Clerk  of  the  County 
Court  as  afdl*esaid,  as  well  original  as  judicial,  shall 
run  into  any  County  or  place  within  this  State,  and 
be  there  executed  by  any  officers  to  whom  di- 
rected.'* 

It  appears  here,  that  the  common  law  distinction 
between  original  and  judicial  process,  does  iiot  apply 
to  the  process  of  the  County  Courts,  but  is  expressly 
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Sherwood  ftj^lied  to  the  process  of  the  SufMreme  Court.  BiH  if 
Pearl.       the  Couit  COO  possibly  give  the  construction  con* 

---     tended  for  by  our  opponents,  we  rest  securely  oa  the 

^cond  point  in  tlie  case  reserved. 

That  if  the  writ  of  set.  fa.  was  iUegilly  issued,  the 
defendant  cannot  take  advantage  of  it  in  the  present 
action. 

The  judgment  in  m.fa.  must  be  acknowledged  to 
be  in  force.  Robert  fForks^  aside  of  the  statute  of 
limitations,  could  not  rj^verse  it  by  writ  of  error;  for 
the  signing  by  the  magistrate,  if  illegal,  was  a  matter 
in  abatement ;  and  a  man  shall  never  asagn  that  for 
error  which  he  might  have  pleaded  in  abatement; 
for  it  shall  be  accounted  his  folly  to  neglect  the  time 
of  taking  that  exception.  £ac.  Abr.  voL  2.  p.  492.     ' 

But  if  Robert  fVorks  could  have  taken  advantage 
of  it  in  error,  no  advantage  can  be  taken  by  a  tlnrd 
person;  for  if  so,  the  present  defendant  might  have 
had  his  writ  of  error.  But  the  law  says,  *^  no  person 
can  bring  a  writ  of  error  to  reverse  a  judgment  who 
was  not  party  or  privy  to  the  record."  Rell*  Abr^ 
747.  1  fFils.<iS5.  And  until  this  judgment .  is  re- 
versed, no  one  is  permitted  to  say  it  is  not  in  force  in 
the  face  of  the  record ;  for  it  is  laid  down  in  Bacon^i 
Abridgment  J  vol.  2-  p*  529-  **  If  an  action  of  escape 
be  brought  against  the  sheriff,  and  the  judgment  upon 
which  it  is  founded  be  reversed  before  such  time  as 
the  defendant  is  forced  to  plead,  he  may  plead  nid 
tier  record ;^^  but  it  is  said  in  the  note,  "  If  in  debt 
upon  escape  the  plaintiff  recovers  and  hath  execution^ 
and  qfier  the  first  judgment  is  reversed,  yet  the  jpdg* 
ment  for  the  escape  remains  in  force^" 
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Every  thing  necessary  for  the  plaintiff  to  shew  to     Swnwot 
maintaai  thb  action  is,  that  the  defendant  took  in-        i^«art. 
sufficknt  bail,  and  the  non  est  on  the  execution  in  " 

scL  fa.  is  stiffident  evidence  of  it  What  could  he 
^gJicw  xskKX^  ?  The  jdaintiff  has  lost  his  debt  by  the 
laches  of  the  defendant  in  failing  to  take  sufficient 
bail.  The  law  says,  in  such  case  the  sheriff  shall 
be  responsible ;  and  now  the  defendant  says,  the  writ 
di  scire  facias  illegally  issued.  If  so,  this  is  a  disco- 
very not  made  by  Robert  fForks^  the  person  solely  in 
interest,  but  by  himself,  or  rather  through  the  pene- 
tration of  his  counsel.  If  the  defendant  had  done  hid 
duty,  and  accepted  sufficient  bail,  the  original  judg- 
ment would  long  ere  this  have  been  satisfied,  and  we 
never  should  have  heard  of  this  supposed  defect  in 
the  process. 

W.  C.  Harrington.  We  shall  submit  the  first  point 
to  the  consideration  of  the  Court  without  further  re- 
mark. 

Upon  the  second,  it  is  insisted  by  our  opponents, 
that  Robert  Works  himself  could  not  have  taken  ad- 
vantage of  this  defect  in  the  process ;  for  it  is  cited 
from  Bacon's  Abridgment^  that  a  party  shall  never 
assign  that  for  error  which  he  might  have  pleaded  in 
abatement;  for  it  shall  be  accounted  his  folly  in 
neglecting  to  take  the  exception  in  time.  We  do  not 
dispute  this  general  position,  butits  applicability  to  this 
case.  This  law  writer  is  here  speaking  of  cases  where 
the  defendant  has  appeared  and  pleaded  in  Court; 
and  all  the  explanatory  cases  cited  shew  instances 
where  the  defendant  appeared  and  pleaded,  and  his 
appearance  and  pleadmg  are  the  reasons  rendered  why 


326  CHITTENDKN  COUNTY, 

Sherwood  he  may  not  take  advantiffie  of  such  defects  in  enix ; 
Peui*  far  he  has  waived  his  right,  whioh  he.  may  do  eilher 
by  pleading  or  imparlance,  but  never  by  fife/&«ft» 
Error  brought  on  a  judgment  rend^^d  on  default 
will  notice  every  defect  in  process,  pleading,  and 
judgment. 

But  it  is  said,  that  even  admitting  fTorks  could 
have  reversed  the  judgment  in  scu  fa.  by  error,  the 
present  defendant  could  not. 

We  ccmsider  this  position  not  well  founded.  The 
general  principle  was  not  fully  stated  by  Mr.  GA^ 
nian*  ^^  No  person  can  bring  a  writ  of  error  to  reverse 
a  judgment,  who  was  not  a  party  or  privy  tx>  the  re- 
cord." This  is  c(MTect :  but  there  is  a  further  clause; 
^^  or  who  was  not  injured  by  the  judgment,  and  there^ 
fore  is  to  receive  advantage  by  the  reversal  thereof." 

Under  this  rule  we  find  frequent  cases  of  persons 
brining  error,  who  were  not  privy  to  the  record. 
The  heir  at  law,  the  remainderman,  or  miy  other 
*  person  prejudiced  by  the  erroneous  judgment,  may 
bring  error.  But  if  we  were  not  privy  to  the  judg- 
ment, and  could  not  bring  error,  the  reason  why  we 
should  mra>  take  advantage  of  this  void  process,  ap- 
plies  with  greater  force.  If  as  we  assert,  the  plaintiff 
could  at  no  stage  of  the  process  have  interfered  to  take 
advantage  of  this  defect  in  the  issuing  of  the  Act.j^ 
and  if,  as  our  opponents  insist,  neither  Works  or 
our  client  could  set  it  aside  by  error,  and  our  client 
cannot  now  take  advantage  of  it  in  the  present  actbn, 
surely  here  is  an  injury , sustained,  without  possibility 
of  remedy ;  which  is  a  solecism  in  law. 

It  is  said  the  plaintiff,  through  the  laches  of  our 
client,  has  lost  his  debt,  unlessi  he  can  recover  it  in 
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the  present  actioiu    This  is  intimated  to  be  a  hard    shenrood 
case;  but  certainly  it  would  be, equally  hard  for  our       ^^^i 
client  to  respond  a  debt  from  his  own  purse,  t&rou]^  ' 

the  laches  (rf*  a  deputy  long  mice  diacha]^;ed  from  hia 
bail. 

We  have  no  doubt  that  the  Court  will  in  this  case 
pursue  that  even  tenor  of  justice  which  has  so  long 
been  dispensed ;  that  they  will  decide  this  case  upon 
die  great  leading  princi[de)  that  he  who  pursues  a 
statute,  not  a  moral  right,  shall  himself  pursue  the 
statute  strictly. 

The  Chief  Judge  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
Court,  Tyler,  Judge,  dissenting* 

TJ^  Court  consider  the  intention  of  the  statute  of 
March  10th,  1787,  which  must  govern  in  this  case, 
to  be,  that  the  writ  of  scire  facias  must  be  signed  by 
one  of  the  Judges,  or  the  Clerk  of  the  County  Court, 
and  therefcM^  the  present  being  signed  by  a  Justice 
of  the  Peace,  issued  illegally. 

The  distinction  between  original  [urocess,  which 
may  be  signed  t^  a  Judge  or  Clerk  of  the  County 
Court,  or  any  Justice  of  the  Peace  within  the  County; 
and  the  judicial  writ,  which  must  be  s^ned  by  the 
former,  is  of  importance. 

llie  judicial  writ,  being  grounded  upon  the  re- 
Qords  of  the  Court,  should  be  issued  only  by  those, 
who  have  official  access  to,  or  are  keepa*s  of  th» 
records.  These  writs  are  sometimes  issued  of  right, 
and  sometimes  by  discretion.  Iti  the  former  case  the 
Clerk  may  sign,  in  .the  latter  a  Judge  only.  But  the 
original  writ  may  be  signed  by  any  magistrate  in  the 
County,  liecause  in  him  the  signing  is  a  mere  minis- 
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aberveod     teriai  act,  requiring  neither  the  exercbe  of  diflctttidiy 
p««l.       or  intimacy  with  tiiie  records. 
"**""'""'**"       The  question  whcflier  Robert  Wark$  or  the  pit- 
sent  defendant  could  have  taken  advantage  of  thb 
defect  in  error^  seems  to  be  aside  of  the  present  issue, 
'     which  is,  whether  the  defendant  can  avail  himself  of 
it  in  the  present  action. 

The  Court  consider,  that  the  defendant,  bjr  die 
^ntiff 's  having  produced  the  recoids  rad  proceeds 
ifigs  on  the  judgment  in  scire  facuu  against  him  in 
evidence  upon  the  issue  to  the  Jury,  is  by  the  act  of 
the  plaintiff  so  far  made  privy  to  the  record,  that  he 
may  take  advantage  of  the  illegality  of  the  issuing  the 
writ  of  scire  facias.  A  party  takes  a  judgment  upott^ 
a  defective  process  at  his  peril,  if  it  be  such  a  defect 

« 

as  is  waived  by  imparlance  dr  fdeadini^  the  advene 
party  shall  not  maintain  error  against  him ;  but  whett«» 
ever  he  attempts  to  use  the  record  against  a  third 
person,  e^cially  a  public  officer,  he  may  at  such 
time  take  advantge  of  the  defect. 

The  plaintiff's  claim,  as  has  been  well  observed, 
is  a  demand  of  strict  statute  right;  and,  to  shew  him- 
self entitled  to  it,  he  must  convince  the  Court  or  Juiy« 
that  he  has  stricdy  pursued  it  in  all  substantial  parts 
of  his  proceedings. 

Let  judgment  be  entered,  that  the  verdict  6£  the 
Jury  be  set  aside,  and  that  defendant  have  his  costs. 

Daniel  Chipman  and  Samuel  MtUer^  for  plaintiff 
Amos  Marshy  W^  C  Hicerrvngton^  and  Letn  HtMSCy 
for  defoidant* 
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V. 

Moore  et  al. 

Trbasi^aer  of  the  State  ——--•. 

.  against 

Ezra  Moor£>  Solomon  Stanton,  andCffARLs^ 

Ames. 


SCIRE  FACIAS^  to  shew  cause  why  a  writ  of  writ  of  «ciVv 
e!seeution  should  not  issue  against  them  for  the  penal  sigMd  bv^thA 
6um  of  a  bond  of  recognisance  entered  into  by  them  co^Jli,  u^may 
for  the  personal  appearance  of  Ezra  Moore,  at  the  jJSlimint"  **' 
Supreme  Court  at  their  term  holden  in  this  tounty, 
dn  the  first  Tuesday  of  January,  1800,  to  answer  to 
an  indictment  presented  against  him  by  the  Grand 
Jury.     The  writ  signed  by  Solomon  Miller ,  Clerk  of 
the  Court,  served  as  therein  directed  by  attachment^ 
and  returned  to  the  January  term,  1802. 

The  defendants  demurred,  and  set  down  for  causes 
specially, 

First.  That  the  writ  of  scire  facias  issued  as  an 
attachment,  when  by  law  it  should  have  issued  as  a 
summons. 

Secondly.  That  it  was  signed  by  the  Clerk,  when 
it  should  have  been  signed  by  one  of  the  Judges  of 
the  Court. 

By  the  Court.  This  is  a  dilatory  plea.  Should  it 
not  have  been  pleaded  in  abatement  ? 

Samuel  Miller.  I  am  sensible  these  defects  in 
the  process  might  have  been  pleaded  in  abatement  j 
but  I  was  not  engaged  until  the  present  term.    A 

42 
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Tnuattt  doubt  had  arisen  whether  the  time  for  pleadmg  a  £• 
ICoore'et  «L  latory  pka  had  not  pasafsd;  and  though  I  am  mclined 
"^  to  think  that  the  Court  would  consider  the  present 

sitting  to  be  as  of  the  stated  term,  yet  as  we  consider 
these  defects  may  be  well  taken  advantage  of  in  de- 
murrer, we  have  preferred  this  mode^ 

Court.  Granting  that  the  adjourned  is  but  a  pro- 
longation of  the  stated  term,  yet  as  the  term  to  plead 
in  abatement  is  restrained  by  the  rule  to  the  second 
day  of  the  term,  have  you  not  waived  your  abate- 
ment ?  However,  let  the  cause  proceed.  The  Court 
will  not  permit  Mr.  Attorney  to  demur  to  a  demur- 
rer. But  let  it  be  well  understood,  that  if  the  Court 
decide  against  the  demurrer,  they  will  n^,  in  thig 
case,  award  a  respondeas  ouster^  but  will  render  a 
judgment  in  chief. 

Millet.  The  27th  section  of  the  judiciaiy  act 
enacts,  **  that  all  writs  of  error,  writs  of  scire  fociasr 
writs  of  review,  and  other  writs,  the  service  of  which 
is  not  particularly  directed  by  statute,  where  the  de- 
fendant,  respondent,  or  party  on  whom  the  service  is 
to  be  made,  is  an  inhabitant  or  occasional  resident  io 
this  State,  shall  be  served  in  the  same  manner  as  \s 
before  provided  in  this  act  for  the  service  of  writs  of 
summons."  This  refers  to  the  preceding  section, 
which  enacts,  ",that  all  writs  of  summons  shall  be 
served  on  the  defendant  or  defendants,  bv  delivering 
him,  her,  or  them  a  true  and  attested  copy  of  said 
writ,  with  the  officer's  return  there^i,  or  by  leaving 
sAich  copy  at  the  house  of  his,  her  or  their  usual  place 
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^  abode^  with  some  person  of  sufficient  discitti<Hi 

resident  therein* "  Mo^re  «t  aL 


The  31st  section  of  the  same  act,  k  is  true,  enacts,  ' 
^^  that  writs  of  scire  Jbcias  against  bail  may  issue  as 
attachments  agunst  the  goods,  j^hattels,  or  estate  of 
^uch  bail,  and  for  want  thereof  against  the  body  or 
Ixxlies  of  such  bailj  as  in  original  process*"  But  the 
statute  here  manifesdy  reiers  to  such  writs  of  scire 
Jiunas  as  may  be  issued  against  bail  upon  mesne  pro- 
cess,  and  not  against  bail  entered  upon  recognisance 
for  the  personal  a[^)earancc  of  a  ddinquent  in  Courts 
Fcr  the  32d  section  explains  the  bail  alluded  to, 
^*  thai  when  such  sure^  <x  sureties  shall  lurre  in^- 
dorsed  his,  her  or  their  names^  ap  bail  as  aforesaid,'^ 
&c.  TUs  certaiidy  cannot  dlude  to  bail  on  recogni- 
sance, where  no  such  indorsement  is  made.  The 
statute  also  speaks  of  such  beU^  expressly  referring  to 
the  bail  before  treated  upon  in  the  statute,  which  is 
entirely  silent  upon  the  subject  of  bail  entered  into 
by  way  of  rec(^piisaace.  Indeed  the  whole  subject 
matter  of  the  statute,  from  the  24th  to  the  33d  section, 
both  inclusive,  is  civil  process. 

Per  Curiam.  The  Court  do  not  inclbe  to  hear 
upon  the  second  point.  The  statute  jxDvides,  "  that 
every  writ  or  process,  originally  returnable  to  the  Su- 
preme Coiut,  shall  be  signed  by  a  Judge  or  Clerk  of 
the  same."  It  is  true  there  a^  certain  writs  issuing 
originally  from  ihis  Court,  which  the  Clerk  is  not 
empowered  to  sign ;  but  the  only  distinction  between 
those  which  he  may  or  one  of  the  Judges  must  sign, 
is,  where  the  granting  of  the  writ  is  of  discretion  or 
of  right.    The  scire  facias  is  a  writ  which  issues  mi- 
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nisterially,  and  the  plaintiff  hath  a  right  to  demand  it, 
and  the  Clerk  may  sign  it.  But  writs  of  audita  que^ 
rela^  error,  &c.  the  issuing  of  which  depends  on  the 
90und  discretion  of  the  Judge,  he  cannot  sign. 

The  first  exception  is,  that  the  writ  should  have 
been  issued  as  a  summons,  and  not  as  an  attachment. 
The  Court  do-  not  consider  the  case  of  bail  entered 
upon  a  recognisance  as  a  c(ttus  omissus  in  the  statute, 
but  do  consider  that  the '31st  section  of  the  judiciary 
act  covers  all  writs  of  scire  Jadas.  It  is  said  the  sta- 
tute is  here  treating  of  civil  process.  This  is  corrccL 
But  the  recognisance  taken  for  the  appearance  of  a 
delinquent  to  answer  tp  an  indictment,  is  a  civil  con- 
tract between  the  ^vernment,  represented  by  the 
Treasurer,  and  the  recognisors.  The  whole  course 
of  practice,  since  the  promulgation  of  the  statute,  has 
been,  where  the  occasion  required,  to  issue  writs  of 
attachment  against  the  bail  on  such  recognisances. 


Judgment,  tha(  demurrer  is  insufficiei^. 

fT.  C.  Harrington,  for  the  State. 

Samuel  Miller  and  John  Fay,  for  defendants, 
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MOTION  for  a  writ  of  procedendo.  Motion  for  writ 

of  pr0cakHd9. 

Jinrrngtan^  State  Attorney,  at  this  term  moved 
the  Court  for  a  writ  oi  ^procedendo^  diretited  to  Chii- 
tenden  County  Court,  commanding  the  Judges  to 
proceed,  hear,  try  and  determine  a  certain  cause  be* 
tween  the  State  and  one  Ross^  who  had  been  arrested 
to  answer  in  that  Court  for  a  larceny  in  stealing  a 
buffaloe  skin,  upon  an  information  filed  ex  officio  by 
the  State  Attorney. 

The  facts  upon  which  the  motion  was  grounded, 
appeared  to  be, 

That  Ross  had  been  arrested  and  arraigned  upon 
the  information,  and  pleaded  not  guilty,  and  put  him- 
self on  the  country  for  trial.  A  Jury  was  impanelled; 
but  upon  the  trial  the  Judges  of  the  County  Court, 
discovering  the  chattel  alleged  to  be  stolen  to  be  of 
small  value,  they  considered  the  information  to  have 
been  improperly  brought  before  their  Court,  but  the 
offender  ought  to  have  been  tried  by  a  single  magis* 
trate.  The  County  Judges,  without  consulting  the 
State  Attorney,  peremptorily  dismissed  the  Jury, 
and  ordered  the  prisoner  to  go  without  day,  who  im- 
mediately fled  into  the  British  dominions,  and  hath 
not  returned  since. 

In  support  of  lus  motion,  Mr.  Attorney  read  part 
of  the  8th  section  of  the  judiciary  act,  "  That  the  Su- 
preme  Court  of  Judicature  shall  have  power  to  issue 
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writs  of  mandamus  warranted  by  the  principles  and 
usages  of  law  to  any  Courts  appointed  or  persons 
holding  office. " 

Motion  not  granted. 


Charles  Bailey  against  Johv  Russell. 
A  proaiUsory      PLAINTIFF  declared  upon  a  promissory  note 

note,  d»ted  Gth  m.  x  ^ 

/November,  made  by  the  defendant  for  the  sum  of  6/.  lOs.  lawful 
in  six  years,  uioney,  ddtcd  the  6th  of  JVovemdeTy  1787.  Origuial 
of  te  fmTf  writ  served  in  1800.  . 

March,   17S7, 
taken   in    con- 
nection with        Defendant  pleaded  in  bar  the  statute  of  limitaticxiSi 

the  act  of  the    •  ■ 

2miGfOciober,  passcd  10th  of  Marchf  1787;  which  statiite^  after 
MatweiTt  edit  mentioning  a  variety  of  other  actions,  which,  with 
IV 101.  those  on  promissory  notes,  shall  be  sued  or  brou§^ 

at  any  time  ctfter  the  end  of  the  present  sessions  qf  As- 
sembly ^  enacts,  that  tlaey  shall  be  commenced  and  sue4 
witlihi  the  times  herein  after  expressed.  All  actions 
on  promissory  notes^  within  six  years  after  the  pass- 
ing hereof  if  exetuted  before  the  passing  of  the  act^ 
or  if  executed  after  the  passing  of  the  act,  within 
fourteen  years  after  the  cause  of  action  shall  accrue^ 
and  not  after.  The  plea  was  set  forth  with  the  usual 
averments. 

Plaintiilr  demurred. 
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At  the  October  session  of  the  General  Assembly,  Baiiey 
1787,  when  a  revision  of  the  laws  took  place,  the  Russell. 
€pel^tion  of  this  act,  with  a  numbei  of  others,  passed '""TT 

*  *  ffano,    edit. 

the  session  preceding,  was  suspended.  The  act  de-  Vermont  stut 
dares,  that  the  force  and  operation  of  the  revised 
laws,  passed  by  the  Legislature  of  tkis  State  at  their 
last  session,  except  certain  acts,  \x  and  hereby  are 
suspended  until  the  1st  day  of  Detember  next^  id 
est,  1787. 

And  be  it  further  enacted,  that  the  force  and  ope- 
lation  of  all  the  laws  in  this  State,  now  in  force,  be 
continued  until  the  same  first  day  of  December. 

The  question  now  ipade  itf,  whether  the  note  de- 
clared upcm  was  niade  before  or  after  the  passing  of 
the  act  of  the  10th  of  March,  1787.  Ii\  the  first  case 
the  action  on  the  note  would  be  limited  to  six,  in  the 
latter  to  fourteen  years. 

The  counsel  for  the  plaintiff  contended,  that  though 
the  operation  of  the  act  was  suspended  until  a  day 
subsequent  to  the  execution  of  the  note,  yet  the 
statute  of  March  10th,  1787,  placed  the  distinction 
between  actions  on  promissory  notes  limited  to  a 
shorter  or  longer  period  upon  **  the  passing  of 
the  act.'' 

The  defendant's  counsel  replied,  that  when  an  act 
is  suspended  by  a  subsequent  act,  the  suspension  is 
by  its  nature  ingrafted  into  and  becomes  part  of  the 
first  act,  and  the  former  cannot  be  said  to  be  passed, 
that  is,  to  become  law,  which  is  the  technical  mean-  • 
ing  of  the  word  "  passed,"  as  applied  to  statutes^ 
until  it  goes  into  operation  on  the  day  provided  by 
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Baii«y        the  suspending  act ;  that  the  Le^slature  so  consi^ 
Russell.       dering,  had,  by  an  additional  section  in  the  suspend- 

Matwii's  edit  "^^  ^^^'  declared,  that  all  the  existing  laws  of  the 
ytrmont  sut.    State  should  be  in  force  until  that  time;  which  laws 

p.  281. 

would  have  beei  abrogated  and  repealed  in  March, 
1787,  if  it  had  not  been  for  this  additional  section. 

But,  to  put  he  question  for  ever  at  rest,  the  Le- 
gislature, on  the  28th  of  October ^  1790,  had  passed 
an  explanatory  act,  in  the  preamble  of  which  they 
say,  that  whereas  said  act,  to  wit,  the  act  for  the  limi- 
tation of  actions,  was  suspended  from  the  10th  day  of 
Marchj  1787,  not  to  take  effect  until  the  1st  day  of 
December  J  1787,  and  doubts  have  arisen  from  which 
of  those  dates  said  statute  should  be  construed  to 
make  the  tine  of  limitation  begin :  therefore  be  it 
enacted,  &c.  that  the  1st  day  of  December,  in  the  year 
of  our  Lord  one  thousand  seven  hundred  and  eighty 
seven,  be,  and  hereby  is  declared  to  be,  the  day  from 
which  the  time  of  limitation,  as  to  the  passing  the 
aforesaid  statute,  shall  begin,  any  thing  contained 
therein  to  the  contrary  notwithstanding. 

The  plaintiff's  counsel  insisted,  that  this  explana- 
tory act  did  not  touch  the  present  question. 

The  expression  in  the  act  of  March  10th,  1787, 
was  vague  "  after  the  end  of  the  present  session  of 
Assembly ^^"^  a  period  which  could  not  be  generally 
known;  and  therefore,  whether  the  limitation  applied 
to  six  or  fourteen  years,  it  was  equally  proper  for  the 
%  Legislature  to  ascertain  by  public  act  the  precise 

time  of  the  rising  of  the  General  Assembly.    But  the 
Legislature,  by  their  explanatory  act,  never  intended 
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to  run  into  the  absurdity"  of  declaring,  that  an  act  was       BaUey 
not  passed  at  the  time  it  was  actually  passed.  KusseH 

Sed  per  Curiam.  That  the  Legislature  have  a 
power  to  explain  their  own  acts,  cannot  be  denied. 
The  explanation  goes  to  the  very  point  in  issue.  The 
words  of  the  statute  are,  that  the  first  day  of  Decern- 
ber,  one  thousand  seven  hundred  and  eighty-seven, 
be  and  hereby  is  declared  to  be  the  day  from  which 
the  time  of  limitation  as  to  the  passing  the  aforesaid 
statute,  shall  begin.  Indeed  this  was  the  only  sub- 
ject which  admitted  of  dispute  in  the  construction  of 
the  statute.  The  time  of  the  end  of  the  session  of 
Assembly,  holden  in  March^  1787,  had  been  already 
ascertained  and  recorded  in  the  Journals  of  the  Coun- 
cil and  House  of  Representatives. 

Judgment  of  Court.    Demurrer  insufficient,  and 
that  defendant  have  his  costs. 

Robinson,  Cliief  Judge,  dissentiuj^. 

Daniel  Chipman^  for  plaintiff. 
fF.  C.  Harrington,  for  defendant. 


^  I 
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W«fter. 


Nathaniel  Heacock 

(gainst 

Samuel  Walker. 


A  pmoB  1(MA-      THE  nature  of  this  cause,  the  evidence,  and  the 

■ig  A  horsey 

which  is  eioi([;n'  opinion  of  the  Couit,  may  be  amply  collected  from 
the  borrower,  the  charge  to  the  Petit  Jury,  delivered  by  the  Chief 

has  a  ri|^t  to 
vecaptare  him,  JudgC : 
provided  it  be 
done  without 

breach  of  the  Gentlemen  of  the  Jury, 

The  plaintiff  demands  of  the  defendant  a  sum 
in  damages  for  having,  as  he  alleges  in  his  declara- 
tion, on  the  26th  day  of  Marchy  1799,  with  force  and 
arms,  at  Charlotte^  in  this  County,  took  from  his  pos- 
session a  certain  gelding  horse,  the  plaintiff's  pro- 
perty, of  the  value  of  100  dollars. 

To  this  declaration  the  defendant  hath  pleaded 
that  he  is  not  guilty.  The  issue  hath  been  joined, 
and  you  are  to  find  by  your  verdict,  founded  on  the 
law  and  the  evidence  you  have  heard,  whether  he  b 
or  is  not  guilty. 

If  you  find  that  he  is  guilty,  you  will  by  your  ver- 
diet,  assess  a  sum  in  damages  commensurate  with 
the  injury  the  plaintiff  hath  sustained,  which  must  be 
iheasured  by  the  value  of  the  horse  at  the  day  of  the 
trespass  of  which  you  have  had  proof,  witli  the  legal 
interest  to  the  present  time. 

The  evidence  in  the  case,  as  collected  from  the  tes- 
timony of  numerous  witnesses,  shews  in  substance, 

That  the  property  of  the  horse,  in  the  month  of 
January^  1799,  was  in  the  defendant  Walker  by  bona 
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Jide  purchase  from  <Mie  Elisha  Sadd.  That  soon  after 
the  defendant,  who  then  lived  in  Pittsfordy  in  the 
County  of  Rutlandi  loaned  the  horse  to  one  Aaron 
Heacock^  to  go  a  journey  into  the  northern  part  of 
this  State.  On  his  journey,  Aaron  Heacock  pur- 
chased from  the  plaintiff  a  load  of  tin  ware  upon  a 
^hort  credit,  and  proceeded  with  the  horse  and  ware 
towards  Pem^  in  the  State  of  New-  Yorkj  at  which 
place  he  engaged  to  vend  the  ware,  and  with  the 
avails  of  the  sales  to  return  and  pay  the  plaintiff.  But 
it  seems  he  went  into  the  Province  of  Lower  CanadUf 
where  he  disposed  of  his  merchandise.  The  plaintiff 
having  waited  a  reasonable  time,  and  suspecting  the 
honesty  of  Aaron  Heacocky  sent  his  son  Ambrose  in 
pursuit  of  him,  who  overtook  him  in  the  village  of 
IjU  Prairie^  where  he  sold  and  delivered  tlie  horse  to 
the  plaintiff,  through  the  agency  of  his  son,  in  part 
payipent  for  the  tin  ware,  who  brought  the  horse  to 
his  father,  tlie  plaintiff,  who  had  him  in  possession 
some  weeks.  On  the  day  preceding  that  of  the  tres- 
pass alleged,  the  defendant  came  to  a  tavern  in  Char- 
lottey  under  pretence  of  purchasing  a  horse  to  ride  to 
Canada.  The  plaintiff  was  sent  for,  and  the  parties 
had  in  appearance  nearly  completed  a  contract  for  the 
purchase  of  the  horse ;  but  the  business  was  deferre4 
until  the  next  day.  Early  in  the  morning,  before  the 
plaintiff  had  arisen,  the  defendant  went  to  his  stable, 
and  persuaded  his  son  Ambrose  to  bring  the  horse 
into  the  highway.  The  defendant  then  put  his  own 
bridle  and  saddle  upon  him,  mounted  the  horse,  and, 
as  he  rode  off  with  him,  proclaimed  that  he  took  the 
horse  as  his  own  property. 


Walioer. 


\\ 
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Heacock  Upon  the  law  arising  from  ihese'facts,  which  the 

Walker.       Court  will  deliver  to  you,  you  will  find  your  verdict. 
""""'"'"■"■"^       In  order  to  maintain  trespass  for  a  chattel,  the 

plaintiff  must  shew  that  the  property  was  in  him  at 
the  time  of  the  taking;  you  have  therefore  to  inquire, 
whose  was  the  property  of  this  horse  on  the  26th  of 
Marchj  1799. 

We  learn  from  the  witnesses,  that  in  the  month  of 
January  preceding,  the  property  viras  incontestibly  in 
the  defendant  by  bona  fide  purchase. 

No  person  in  a  legal  view  can  be  divested  of  his 
property  except  by  his  own  contract,  or  the  operation 
of  law. 

Here  it  is  apparent  the  defendant  hath  not  parted 
with  his  right  by  contract.  Has  he  been  divested  of 
it  by  operation  of  law  ?  Was  his  loaning  this  horse 
to  Aaron  Heacock  putting  his  property  in  such  a  situ- 
ation as  would  render  a  sale  by  the  borrower  opera- 
tive against  him  ?  For  it  is  true  the  legal  owner  of 
property  may  place  it  in  such  a  situation  as  that  he 
may  be  divested  of  it  legally  without  his  consent 
As  where  a  person  acquires  a  right  to  a  chattel  by 
fair  purchase,  and  leaves  it  in  the  possession  of  the 
vendor,  a  subsequent  sale  by  the  vendor  will  enure  in 
favour  of  a  second  purchaser,  if  he  is  ignorant  of  the 
first  transfer. 

But  had  the  defendant,  by  his  loan  to  Aaron  Hea- 
cock^  thus  exposed  his  property  ? 

The  plaintiff  contends  that  he  has ;  for  he  says  he 
purcliased  this  horse  in  open  market.  He  has  cited 
several  cases  from  the  English  books  to  shew,  that 
the  sale  of  property  thus  purchased  shall  be  valid 
against  the  owner. 
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Heteoek 
Wtlker. 


One  case  cited  is  of  property  purchased  in  a  shop 
in  the  city  of  London;  but  this  apjDcars  to  have  re- 
sulted from  the  custom  of  that  city,  and  custom  only  -— — — 
protects  the  sale  of  such  property  as  by  prescriptive 
riijht  has  been  vended  in  such  shop. 

The  other  cases  are  of  goods  vended  at  certain 
fiiirs  or  statute  markets;  but  it  appears  that  these 
feirs  and  markets  are  held  on  stated  days,  that  there 
are  known  officers  attached  to  them,  in  whose  books 
entries  are  made  of  the  property  exposed  to  sale. 
Thus  from  their  very  nature  they  become  pkices 
where  those  who  have  lost  property  will  naturally  re- 
sort to  find  it ;  and  if  they  neglect,  there  seems  some 
shew  of  reason  why  they  should  not  afterwards  claim 
k  from  an  honest  purchaser. 

But  in  this  State  we  have  no  such  city  customs ; 
jIo  prescriptive  rights  to  vend  particular  articles  ia 
particular  places ;  no  fairs  or  statute  markets. 

The  only  cases  of  sale  which  can  with  propriety  be     what  sales 
said  to  be  made  in  avert  market  with  us,  are  sales  jered  to*^havc 
made  under  the  probate  act  upon  writs  of  execution,  ^lerowt'" 
and  of  goods  found,  or  estrays,  which  being  regulated 
by  statute,  public  advertisement  made,  and  the  sale 
effected  by  the  known  officers  of  government,  or 
under  the  express  provisions  of  the  laws,  ought  t6 
enure  against  the  owner. 

But  it  is  observable,  the  purchase  by  the  plaintiff 
was  made  in  a  foreign  dominion,  and  tlie  question 
will  arise,  whether  a  chattel,  eloigned  from  an  inha- 
bitant by  an  inhabitant,  and  then  sold  to  a  third  inha- 
bitant of  this  State  'in  a  foreign  dominion,  shall  vest 
the  -property  in  the  purchaser.  The  Court  consider 
it  would  not. 


\ 
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Heacock  Xhc  principle  of  law  is,  that  he  who  loans  prs- 

Waiker*      perty,  which  is  eloigned  by  the  borrower  and  sold  to 
~  a  third  person,  is  not  by  the  sale  divested  of  his  in- 

terest in  the  property. 

The  converse  doctrine  would  tend  to  abridge  that 
friendly  intercourse  among  men  which  ameliorates 
society  ;  for  if  the  law  is,  that  a  man  must  consider^ 
that  every  time  he  loans  his  horse  to  a  poor  neigh- 
bour to  go  to  the  'mill,  or  to  call  aid  to  his  wife  in  the 
hour  of  nature's  difficulty,  that  he  risks  the  sale  of 
the  property  by  the  borrower,  you  will  consider  how 
far  this  will  tend  to  restrain  those  acts  of  neighbourly 
kindness,  which,  when  exercised  by  the  opulent 
towards  the  poor,  assume  a  portion  of  tliat  charity 
which  is  the  ornament  of  cliristian  and  social  life, 
A  person  may  The  only  question  then  remaining  in  this  cause  for 
property     in    your  consideration  is,  whether  the  defendant  in  this 

such  manner  as  ^      i    i  •  _-.  j  i.     • 

may  constitute  casc  took  his  owu  property  under  such  cu-cumstances 
a  trespass.        ^  constitute  a  trespass. 

To  recapture  property  of  which  a  person  hath 
been  unlawfully  deprived,  is  a  natural  right,  sanc- 
tioned by  the  laws ;  but  he  must  retake  his  property 
without  breach  of  the  peace,  "  for  the  public  peace  is 
a  superior  consideration  to  any  man's  propert}\ "  If 
I  finji  my  horse  in  a  public  place,  I  may  lawfully 
seize  him,  but  I  cannot  justify  the  breaking  the  close 
of  another  to  take  him.  If,  therefore,  the  Jury  find  that 
there  has  been  any  breach  of  the  peace  in  the  mode 
of  recapturing  a  man's  property,  they  will  give  da- 
mages  for  the  trespass  alone^  that  is,  for  the  injury 
done  by  the  act  of  taking  unlawfully,  but  not  for  the 
value  of  the  property  taken.    In  this  case  there  does 
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not  appear  to  have  been  any  breach  of  the  peace  in      Beacock 
the  defendant  Waiicer. 

The  plaintiff^s  counsel  represent  this  as  a  hard  — — — — 
case  on  the  side  of  their  client 

Here  are  two  honest  men,  one  of  whom  is  to  suffer 
a  loss,  and  you  are  to  judge  who  shall  sustain  it.  He 
who  merely  loaned  his  horse  to  a  neighbour  to  per- 
form  a  journey,  or  he  who  purchased  the  property 
of  the  borrower.  The  law  bids  the  purchaser  in  such 
case  to  beware.  Caveat  emptor^  look  to  it,  buyer, 
that  he  from  whom  you  purchase  has  a  right  to  sell. 

It  is  also  said,  that  if  the  loaner  of  property  is  thus 
protected,  it  will  open  a  door  to  imposition  and  fraud; 
that  the  owner  may  procure  some  person  to  vend  his 
property,  then  recapture  it,  and  share  the  gains  with 
the  supposed  borrower. 

If  the  least  collusion  between  the  defendant  and 
Aaron  Heacock  had  been  shewn  in  this  cause,  the  ^ 

Court  would  have  directed  you  to  find  not  merely 
retributive  but  exemplary  damages  for  die  plaintiff. 

As  the  case  now  is,  we  consider  the  cause  clearlj^ 
with  the  defendant. 

Verdict  for  the  defendant — His  costs. 

fF.  C  Harrington  and  Amos  Marshy  for  plaintiff. 
Daniel  Chipmmiy  for  defendant 
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Heacocik 

V. 

Stoddard. 

•*"— —  Nathaniel  Heacock 

* 

agoiftst 
Philo  Stodoari). 

oblation  to  the      ^^  this  causc  tlie  plaintiff's  counsel  offered  to  read 
^^^'  the  deposition  of  P.  H. 

the  attorney  to 
the  adverse 

party  was  not      Xhc  counscl  foF  the  defendant  took  two  excepti(»is 

notified,though  ^ 

living    within      tO  the  CaptlOtt  I 

the '  place   of      First.  That  although  the  defendant  lived  at  Md- 
cap  on.  dletawitj  Rutland  County,   more  than  thirty  miles 

from  the  place  of  caption,  yet  the  plaintiff's  known 
attorney  lived  in  Middleburt/j  where  the  deposition 
was  taken,  and  ought  to  have  been  notified. 

Secondly.  That  the  deposition  is  drawn  in  the 
hand-writing  of  G.  an  attorney  by  profession^  and 
son-in-law  to  the  plaintiff,  and  so  interested. 

TdT^  87!***        ^^^  P^  Curiam.     The  statute  requires,  that  the 

adverse  party ^  and  not  the  attorney^  shall  be  notified 

of  the  taking  of  a  deposition,  if  living  within  thirty 

miles  of  the  place  of  caption. 

lb.  p.  89.  As  to  the  second  exception,  the  words  of  the  sta- 

It  is  not  a  con-  tute  are;  "  that  no  agents  attorney,  or  person  in- 

nectioninapar-  ,   •       ,  ,    «         -  1  -       «        1 

ty's  family  by  tcrcstcd  m  the  cause,  shall  write  or  draw  up  the  de- 

intermarriai^  .  .  ^  .^  .      ,  ,  .  *  ,, 

with  his  daurh-  positiou  of  any  witucss  to  be  used  m  such  cause." 
terest  "^n*"  th J      Here  it  does  not  appear  that  G.  was  the  agent  or 
"^^l^^^^K^^  attorney  of  the  plaintiff.    The  interest  supposed  to 
person  from     result  from  his  conncction    by  maniacs  with  the 

writing     or        .  ./  o 

drawing  up  a  plaintiff's  family,  is  not  that  contemplated  by  the  sta- 

deposilion.  -       .  1  .  .        ,  ,  .  1 

tute,  for  It  must  be  an  interest  m  the  cause^  which 


s-    r 
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incs^aeitates  a  person  from  writing  or  drawing  up  a      HmoocIe 

deposition.  "  Stoddard. 


iti<m  admitted  to  be  read. 


Tyler,  Judge,  dissenting.  He  considered  6.  to 
have  been  the  agent  of  the  plaintiff,  within  the  pur- 
view of  the  act. 

» 

JF.  C  Harrington  and  Amos  Marshy  for  plaintiMT. 
^Daniel  Chipman,  for  defendant. 


Ira  Allen, 
Administrator  of  Ethan  Allen, 

against 

Gi3>£0N  and  Jonathan  Ormsbv. 

This  was  an  appeal  from  a  Freehold  Court.    The      Upon  com- 
plaint brought 
original  process  was  by  summons.  upon  the  Gth 

A  motion  was  entered  to  quash  the  complaint,  be-  *^^  \^"  prevent 
cause  no  minute  was  entered  upon  it  <rf  the  time  of  ^a  "^iuine^^it 
the  exhibiting  the  same  by  the  magistrate  issuing  J^"f^h^^"*7 
the  process,  in  pursuance  of  the  5th  section  of  the  ^^^  issui.  jj 

*  '  *^  the      process 

act  for  the  limitation  of  suits  on  penal  statutes,  crimi-  should  enter  on 

the  complaint  a 

nal  prosecutions,  and  actions  at  law,  passed  Novem-  minute  of  the 
htr  6th,  1797.    Vermont  Statutes,  vol.  2.  p.  407.         hibition. 

Sed  per  Curiam.  By  that  section  it  is  enacted, 
"  that  when  any  bill,  complaint,  &c.  shall  be  exhi- 
bited, or  any  action  or  suit  brought  or  commenced  in 

44 
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AUm 

V. 

Onntby* 


Vermont  Stat, 
vol.  1-  p.  215. 


0ftt/  of  the  eases  meniianedin  thefirece^ng  se^ions, 
then  the  minute  shall  be  entered."  A  recurrence  to 
the  preceding  sections  shews  die  intention  of  ibt  Le- 
I  gislature  to  render  such  minute  necessary  only  in 
criminal  process,  actions  qm  tam^  or  upon  peoal 
statutes. 

The  second  section  of  the  act  to  prevent  forcUe 
entry  and  detainer,  passed  27th /VArtMiry,  1797,  em- 
powers  the  Justices  of  the  Freehold  Court  to  inquire 
by  Jury, 

First.  As  to  those  who  make  unlawful  and  forcibk 
entry  intd  lands,  tenements,  and  other  possessions, 
and  with  strong  hand  detain  the  same. 

Secondly.  As  to  those  who,  having  a  lawful  and 
peaceable  entry  into  lands  and  tenements,  unlawful^ 
and  by  force  hold  the  same. 

In  which  cases  the  Freehold  Court  have  power  to 
fine  the  intruder,  and  the  complainant,  by  the  5th 
section  of  the  act,  has  a  right  to  recover  treble  da- 
mages, with  costs,  by  an  action  brought  upon  the 
statute. 

The  sixth  section  of  the  act  points  out  two  other 
eases: 

First.  Wliere  a  person  shall  wilfully  and  without 
force  hold  over  any  lands,  tenements,  or  other  pos- 
sessions after  the  time  for  which  they  are  demised  or 
let  to  him,  or  to  the  person  under  whom  he  claims. 

Secondly.  When  any  person  wrongfully  and  with- 
out force  by  disseisin  shall  obtain  and  continue  m 
possession  of  any  lands,  tenements,  or  other  posses- 
sions, and  after  demand  made  in  writing  for  the  deh- 
very  of  the  possession  thereof  by  the  person  bavuig 
the  legal  right  of  such  possession,  his  agent  or  attor^ 
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ney,  shall  refuae  or  ne^ect  to  quit  such  possession.        AU«n 
In  which  cases  the  same  proceedings  shall  be  had  as      ormsby. 
in  cases  of  forcible  entry  and  detainer.  — — ^ 

But  in  these  cases  no  action  is  by  the  statute  given 
to  the  complainant  to  recover  his  treble  damages  and 
costs ;  and  further  it  is  provided,  *^  in  such  cases  the 
original  process  shall  be  a  summons,  and  the  Justices 
of  the  Freehold  Court  shall  have  no  power  to  assess 
a  fine  on  the  person  complamed  of." 

To  decide  whether  the  tninute  of  the  time  of  the 
exhibition  of  this  complaint  was  necessary  to  be  en* 
tered  upon  it  in  writing  under  the  official  signature  of 
the  magistrate  issuing  the  process,  we  must  inquire 
upon  which  section  of  the  act  the  complaint  is 
brought. 

The  Court  consider  it  to  be  brought  upon  the 
sixth  section,  and  the  cases  in  that  section  subjecting 
to  no  fine,  and  giving  no  right  of  action  for  a  penalty, 
are  not  within  the  pur\'iew  of  the  5th  section  of  the 
limitation  act  of  November  6th,  1797,  and  therefore 
no  such  minute  was  necessary  to  be  made. 

Motion  dismissed. 
The  Court  ordered  a  Jury  impanelled  to  try  the  Upon  trial  at 

,  the  Supreme 

issue.  Court,    on  ap* 

A  question  was  made,  what  oath  should  be  admi-  ^ehoMCourC 
nistered  to  the  Jury :  that  prescribed  in  the  act  esta-  ^^^  oath* in  dl 
blishing  forms  of  oaths,  styled  "  the  Juror's  oath  at  a  r}^  causes  must 

o  »      y  .  be  admiQister- 

Freehold  Court,'^  Fermont  Stat.  vol.  2.  p.  346.  or  ed  to  the  Pciit 
"  the  Petit  Juror's  oath  in  civil  causes,"  prescribed 
by  the  same  act. 

ITie  Court  directed  the  latter  to  be  administered 
to  the  Petit  Jury. 
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Miflii  The  defendaiits,  in  the  course  of  the  trial,  exhi^ 

Ormsby.      bited  the  inventory  of  the  intestate's  kncb  returned 

"""-*"■"'*'"  by  the  administrator,  now  complainant,  to  the  Judge 

of  probate,  in  which  no  mention  is  made  of  the  law 

described  in  the  complaint ;  and  insisted,  that  as  the 

On  complaint  administrator  w^s  obligated  by  law  to  cause  an  inven- 

by  an  adminis-  .     t       *»     n     i  i  ■•  ^j_      j 

trator,  under  torv  and  appraisal  m  all  the  real  estate  of  nie  de- 
vent%>rci£ie  ccascd  intestate  to  be  made  and  exhibited  into  the 
uilner,thec<>m-  registry  of  tiic  Court  of  probate;  and  this  having 
n!rt  bresiopped  ^^^'^  donc,  the  administrator  could  not  have  any  con- 
from   shewing  ^^i  ^f  ^y^  i^^^  belonffinff  to  the  estale  of  the  intes- 

pOHseiision      in  o     o 

tiie    intestate,  tale,  cxcept  such  as  were  thus  inventoried.    Vermont 

because  he  has  * 

omitted  to  in-  StSt.  Vol.  1.  p.  130. 

ventory  the 
lands  in  quea- 

tujn  to  the  re-      Sed per  Curiam.    The  administrator  has  executed^ 
fatl'^of^the^in"  ^  bond  to  the  Judge  of  probate,  with  sufficient  surety, 

for  the  faithful  discharge  of  his  trust.  By  the  condi* 
tions  of  this  bond  he  covenants  to  make  and  deliver 
into  the  registry  of  the  probate  a  true  and  perfect  in- 
ventory of  all  and  singular  the  goods,  chattels,  fights, 
credits  and  estate  of  the  deceased  intestate,  which 
have  or  shall  come  into  his  hands,  possession  or 
knowledge.  On  breach  of  this  bond  he  must  respond 
in  damages,  but  this  cannot  destroy  his  right  to 
maintain  an  action  upon  the  66th  section  of  the  act 
for  the  probate  of  wills,  &c.  for  the  recovery  of  the 
seisin  or  possession  of  any  houses,  lands,  tenementSi 
or  hereditaments,  on  the  right  of  his  intestate. 

Indeed  it  may  be  often  prudent  in  the  administea- 
tor  to  institute  a  suit  for  the  recovery  of  the  seisin  or 
IM>ssession  of  lands  of  doubtful  tenure,  that  the  claim 
of  i  he  estate  of  the  intestate  may  be  rendered  certain 
before    he    inventories   such  lands;   otherwise  he 


testate's    real 
estate. 


T. 
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might  embarrass    the  settlement  of  the  estate  by        Aiieii 
ostensibly  augmenting  its  amount  ivith  a  mere  co-      Onntby. 
lour  of  title.  — ^— . 

The  inventory  exhibited  by  the  admmistrator  to 
the  registry  of  the  probate  cannot  be  read  in  evi* 
dence. 

There  was  another  point  made  in  this  cause  by  the 
defendants,  to  wit,  that  the  defendant,  Gideon  Orms" 
by^  had  no  written  notice  to  quit  the  premises  until 
subsequent  to  the  commencement  of  the  process. 

This  point  was,  by  agreement  of  panics,  reserved 
for  the  opinion  of  the  Court ;  and  by  consent  of  par- 
ties  a  verdict  was  taken  against  the  two  defendants. 

The  reserved  case  was  never  ai^ed,  the  com- 
plainant having  entered  a  discontinuance,  January 
term,  1806. 

In  the  interim,  an  action  of  ejectment  had  been 
brought  for  the  same  land  by  the  heirs  of  Ethan  Al- 
len against  Jonathan  Ormsby^  tenant  in  actual  pos- 
session ;  and  at  the  last  mentioned  term,  verdict  for 
the  plaintifi^. 

Charles  Marshy  for  complainant. 
fF.   C.  Harrington  and  Amos  Marshy    for  dc-^ 
fbndants. 
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Shermaa 

V, 

Stanton. 


Edmond  Sherman  against  Joshua  Stantoit. 


•enerai  .ndWi-      MOTION  for  a  new  trial. 

tattu  aannnpnt 

for  work  and      Plaintiff  declared  in  two  general  counts : 

labour    done  ^  ^  ^  ^ 

will  not  lie  upon      First.  Itidebitattis  assumpsit  for  work  and  laboiilr 

a  promise  made 

by  the  defend-  donc  for  a  sum  certain. 

the  workf  &^      Secondly.  For  money  had  and  received. 

eontract  of  ano.      At  the  last  term  the  cause  went  to  the  Jury  under 

thr*work,*^  &€.  ^^  general  issue,  when  it  appeared  in  evidence, 

th"dS!iSt4'      ^^^"^  *^  defendant  had  contracted  with  one  John- 

buiitogs,  and  ^^j^  to  crect  a  forge  and  mills  for  him  in  the  town  of 

for  his  eventual  ^ 

benefit.  Wcstford.  and  was  to  pay  him  a  certain  sum.    John- 

But  if  the  same  .  .     . 

declaration  con-  son  hired  the  plaintiff,  among  others,  to  work  at  4,^.  6d* 
for  money  had  per  day.  That  before  Johnson  began  the  work,  the 
Md  vSdtcrfor  plaintiff,  apprehensive  of  his  responsibility,  refused 


Se  fioUrt'^iU  to  labour  unless  his  wages  could  be  secured  to  him. 
not  set  it  aside  j^^  this  time  •Tb^Awa  Stanton^  junior,  son  to  the  de- 

#n  motiony  it  it  j  ' 

appears  Uiat  fendant,  appeared  and  persuaded  the  plaintiff  to  work, 
iice  has  been  assuring  his  wages  until  his  father  returned  from  a 
the  parties.       journey.    The  plaintiff  then  went  to  work.     Some 

weeks  afterwards,  Joshua  Stanton^  junior,  again  came 
to  Westford^  and  informed  the  plaintiff  that  he  had 
mentioned,  the  circumstance  of  his  apprehensions  of 
Johnson* s  responsibility  to  his  father,  who  said  if  the 
plaintiff  would  continue  to  labour,  and  Johnson  would 
draw  an  order  upon  him  in  the  plaintiff's  favour  to 
the  amount  of  the  wages,  he  would  accept  it.  That 
some  days  afterwards  the  defendant  was  himself  at 
VTestford^  and  in  conversation  with  the  plaintiff  rati- 
fied all  his  son  had  promised  in  his  behalf.  The  plain- 
tiff then  continued  to  work  on  the  forge  and  milk, 
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procured  the  order  upon  Johnson  in  his  favour  for     ^h«nMn 
the  amount  of  his  wages,   which  defendant  pro-       sunton. 

tested. 

It  was  also  in  evidence,  that  there  had  been  an  ar- 
bitration between  the  defendant  and  Johnson^  when 
there  was  found  due  from  the  former  to  the  latter, 
150  dollars,  which  Johnson  demanded  upon  the 
award,  but  defendant  said  he  would  not  pay  it  until 
he  had  settled  with  Sherman^  as  he  was  holden  to  see 
his  wages  paid*  This  was  subsequent  to  the  protest 
of  the  order. 

Verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  82  dols.  3  cts.  and  costs. 

At  the  same  term,  the  following  motion  was  filed: 
And  now  the  said  Joshua  Stanton^  in  Court,  by 
Daniel  Chipman^  his  attorney,  after  verdict  in  said 
cause,  moves  and  prays  the  Court  here  for  a  rule  on 
the  said  JEdmond  Sherman  to  shew  cause,  if  any  he 
have,  why  the  verdict  given  in  said  cause  should  not 
be  set  aside  and  a  new  trial  had ;  for  that  the  evidence 
on  the  part  of  the  said  Edmond  Sherman^  given  to  the 
Jury  in  the  trial  of  said  cause,  was  wholly  impertinent 
and  improper  to  be  given  to  the  Jury  in  support  of 
the  declaration  in  said  cause. 

Rule  granted. 

And  now  at  this  term, 

Amos  Marshy  for  plaintiff,  shewed  cause.  The 
Coiirt  never  grant  a  new  trial  where  the  merits  of  the 
action  have  been  fully  tried.  Morgah^s  Essays^  p. 
112,  There  can  b^  no  doubt  that  a  special  count 
might  have  been  added  to  the  present  declaration, 
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aermm      and  that  it  wouM  have  been  itiily  supported  t^  iktt 

Stanton.       evidence  adduced.     But  ue  shall  contend  there  was 

^  no  necessity  for  adding  such  count,  for  the  evidence 

well  supports  both  our  counts.  It  is  sufficient  ffir 
us  to  shew  that  it  supports  either  of  them*  We 
contend  that  the  evidence  supports  the  first  count ; 
for  it  appears  the  work  and  labour  was  actuaUy  done 
for  die  defendant,  Johnson  being  his  mere  agent. 

Sed  per  Curiam.  We  are  clear  the  evidence  does 
not  support  the  first  count. 

Marsh.  All  the  books  shew  it  will  well  support 
the  second. 

The  position  is  now  well  settled,  that  money  had 
and  received  will  well  lie  upon  a  general  or  special 
promise  to  pay  to  or  for  a  third  person.  Morgan^s 
Essays y  139.  Strang€y  648.  Weaver  v.  Bttrroughs. 

An  mdebitatus  assumpsit  lies  for  money  lent  or 
goods  sold  at  his  request  to  a  stranger.  ComyrCs  Di^ 
ge&t^  vol.  1.  p.  187. 

Where  the  obligor  of  a  respondentia  bond,  by  in- 
dorsement  thereon,  agreed  to  pay  it  to  any  assignee^ 
it  was  determined  that  the  assignee  might  maintain 
general  assumpsit  for  it.  2  Black.  Rep.  p.  1269. 
Fanner  v.  Meares. 

The  doctrine  had  been  established  long  before 
in  the  case  of  Jones  v.  Cooper j  Cawper^s  Reports^ 
p.  227. 

Daniel  Chipman,  contra.  We  have  no  doubt  but 
a  declaration  might  have  been  so  shaped  as  to  cover 
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the  prrauae ;  but  that  is  aside  of  the  present  qoes-      ShermHi 

tlOn*  '  Suntoa* 

The  question  ik>w  is,  whether  the  evidence  sup-  . 

ports  the  count  for  money  had  and  received.  It  is 
useless  to  multiply  authorities  to  shey  where  money 
has  been  paid  on  a  contract  which  &us,  that  this  ge- 
neral count  will  lie.  The  cases  cited  do  not  apply 
to  the  point  in  contest. 

The  case  of  Jones  and  Cooper,  cited  from  Cowper^s 
Reports^  appears  not  to  touch  the  present  question. 
The  point  mooted  and  decided  upon  in  that  case 
was«  whether  the  case  was  within  the  statute  of 
frauds.  The  dictum  in  Comyns^  Digest^  it  is  ob- 
vious, does  not  apply.  But  if  it  did,  it  appears  to 
have  been  grounded  on  a  case  in  Fentris*  Reports^ 
p.  311.  under  which  that  learned  reporter  has  in- 
serted a  query,  expressive  of  his  doubt  of  its  cor- 
rectness. 

The  only  case  which  distantly  approach^  the  pre- 
sent is  that  of  Tanner  and  Meares^  in  Blackstone^s 
Reports^  and  that  establishes  no  such  doctrine  as  is 
contended  for  by  our  opponent,  because  Meares  re^ 
ceived  the  money  actually,  and  the  only  question 
was,  did  he  agree  to  pay  it  to  Tanner  or  Cox. 

W.  C.  Harrington^  for  the  plaintiff.  The  Court 
haye  the  authorities  bdGore  them.  I  shall  only  ob- 
serve, that  the  case  of  Tanner  y.  Hearts  is  directly 
in  point.  Th6  decision  of  the  Judges  was,  that 
the  promise  made  by  Meares  to  Tanner  might 
maintained  in  assumpsit f  and  that  action  was  not  a 
special  action  on  the  case,  but  a  general  indebitatus 
assumpsit  for  money  had  and  received* 

45 
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Sbeniuui  Per  Curiam.     Perhaps  there  is  no  subject  where- 

Stanton.    '  in  the  doctrine  is  more  nice  than  on  what  will  main- 
■  tain  the  action  of  assumpsit  for  money  had  and  re- 

ceived.    It  is  obvious,   however,   that  since  Lord 
Mansfield  came  into  the  presidency  of  the  King^ 
Bench,  in  1756,  this  action  has  been  continually  ex- 
•  tending.     *♦  I  am,"  says  that  great  luminary  of  jBh- 
•  Dumford  i^  gRsh  jurisprudence,  in  the  case  of  Towers  v.  Barret* 
foi  L  pfjal^'  "  I  am  a  great  friend  to  the  action  of  money  had  and 

received.  It  is  a  very  beneficial  action,  and  founded 
pn  the  principles  of  eternal  justice.^^  Since  his  time, 
the  later  the  decision  the  more  liberal  is  the  extent 
given  to  this  beneficial  action. 

The  merits  of  this  cause  have  been  fiurly  and  fuUy 
tried  under  a  count  of  this  nature. 

It  seems  agreed,  that  if  a  special  count  was  added  ^ 
to  the  declaration  with  the  evidence  adduced,  the 
plaintiff  would  recover.  Perhaps  it  may  be  carrying 
^e  principle  of  this  action  further  than  hitherto  done 
in  this  Court.  But  the  Court  consider,  upon  genaral 
principles,  that  the  count  for  money  had  and  received 
is  supported  by  the  evidence.  If  some  doubt  had 
remained  of  this,  the  consideration  that  ample  justice 
had  been  done  between  the  parties,  would  after  ver- 
dict in  this  case,  justify  the  Court  in  discharging  the 
rule. 

Rule  discharged,     Verdict  affirmed. 

Amos  Marsh  and  fF.  C.  Harrington^  for  plaintiff. 
Daniel  Chipman  and  Ehathan  Keyes^    for  de- 
fendant. 
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V. 

Catlin. 


Gideon  King,  Appellant, 

against 
Mos£s  Catlin,  Appellee* 

EJECTMENT  to  recover  possession  of  south-  When  be  wiio 
westwardly  room,  and  chamber  over  it,  half  of  the  Und  allows  ano- 
hall  and  stairs,  in  a  house  in  Burlington^  erected  on  biUkUngs  u^^n 

l^Ol  iNO.  -<2 1.  ^^^^  that  whea 

Plea,  not  guilty.      ^  buLidin« 

^  f^        J  are  completed, 

he   will  either 
pay  fo^  theiDy 

In  this  cause  the  Petit  Jury  returned  a  special  ©r  convey  the 

land  at  his  elec^ 

verdict,  January  term,  1802.  tion,  ejectment 

will    lie    upoa 

That  the  fee  of  Lot  No.  21.  was  on  the  29th  of  «»'«'  <>**   ^^ 

architee  before 

Aprils  1795,  and  for  a  long  time  before  had  been  in  such  election  it 
Ira  Allen.  That  whilst  the  fee  was  in  AUen^  he  con-  a  creditor  of 
tracted  with  one  Joel  Woodworth,  who  was  to  erect  a  th^  fee^ie^I 
dwelling-house  on  the  land ;  and  that  within  six  ?he"i^d?^and 
months  after  the  house  should  be  completed,  Allen  ^^^ thcbuiid" 
was  to  have  his  election  either  to  pay  fVbodworth  for  »"«r»  *»  *«  »P- 

*  ,  praisementy 

the  house,  or  to  convey  the  land  to  him  for  a  price  ejectment  win 
stipulated.  That  Wood-worth  erected  the  house  which  dito^  of  the  a»- 
contained  the  premises  demanded  in  the  declaration,  levied  an  ^exe- 
That  Allen  never  made  his  election,  but  TFoodworth  section  ^f  ^ 
continued  in  possession  until  the  22d  of  November^  buiWmffs. 
1797,  when  King^  the  plaintiff,  attached  the  house  as 
the  property  of  Wood-worth.    That  at  the  Februai'y 
term  of  Chittenden  County  Court,  he  recovered  judg* 
ment,  purchased  out  his  v/rit  of  execution  on  the  4th 
oiMarvhj  1799,  and  on  the  4th  day  of  •^j^nV  follow-  . 
ing  levied  it  on  the  premises ;  which  levy,  with  the 
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Kinjr  writ  of  execution,  8cc.  wefe  duly  recorded  in  Ac 
Catiin-  county  and  town  clerks*  offices,  according  to  law. 
"~""~*  That  on  the  29th  of  Jprily  1795,  Moses  and  Zai^ 
cinda  Catiin  attached  a  number  of  rights  of  land  in 
Burlington^  including  Lot  No.  21.  as  the  property  of 
Ira  Mien  J  upon  a  writ  returnable  to  the  Circuit  Court 
of  the  United  States,  holden  within  and  for  the  dis- 
trict of  Vermont.  They  recovered  judgment  against 
Allen,  October  term,  1798.  Execution  issued  9th  of 
October,  1798,  and  on  the  29th  of  November  follow- 
ing,  was  levied  on  the  lands  attached,  and  regular  re- 
cords made  according  to  law. 

That  on  the  officer's  return  of  the  last  mentioned 
attachment^  reservation  is  made  of  the  dwelling-house 
aforesaid,  described  therein  as  the  property  of  Joel 
TVbodworth;  and  on  the  levy  of  the  last  mentioned 
writ  of  execution,  the  said  dwelling-house  was  not 
appraised  to  the  defendant  Catiin  as  the  property  of 
Ira  Allen. 

But  whether,  upon  the  whole  matter  aforesaid,  in 
form  aforesaid  found,  the  said  Gideon  King  ought  by 
law  to  recover  possession  of  the  premises  in  the  de- 
claration demanded,  the  Jurors  are  altogether  igno- 
rant, and  therefore  pray  the  advice  of  the  Court 
heie. 

And  if  upon  the  whole  matter,  by  the  said  Jurors 
in  form  aforesaid  found,  it  shall  seem  to  the  Court 
here,  that  the  said  Gideon  King  ought  by  law  to  re- 
cover possession  of  the  premises  demanded  in  the 
declaration,  then  the  said  Jurors  upon  their  oath  do 
say,  that  the  said  Moses  Catiin  is  guilty  in  manner 
and  form  as  the  plaintiff  in  his  declaration  hath  al- 
leged, and  do  find  for  the  plaintiff  to  recover  posses- 
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sion  of  the  demanded  premises,  with  <x^  cent  da-        i^QS 
mages,  and  his  costs.  *  Castia. 

And  if  upon  the  whole  matter  aforesaid,  by  the  "^"""""""^ 
Jury  aforesaid  found,  it  shall  seem  to  the  Court  here, 
that  the  said  Gideon  King  ought  not  by  law  to  reco- 
ver the  said  demanded  premises,  then  the  said  Jurors 
upon  their  oath  aforesaid  do  say,  that  the  said  Moses 
Catlin  is  not  guilty  in  manner  and  form  as  the  plain- 
tiff in  his  declaration  hath  alleged,  and  do  find  for  him 
to  recover  his  costs. 

At  this  term,  the  special  verdict  was  argued  and 
decided. 

Amos  Marshj  for  the  plaintiff.  We  shall  con- 
sider, 

First.  For  what  ejectment  will  lie. 

Secondly.    By  whom  it  may  be  maintained. 

Thirdlv.  What  kind  of  contract  will  sustain  this 
action. 

Fourthly.  We  shall  shew,  that  by  common  law 
any  contract,  accompanied  by  livery  and  seisin,  will 
support  ejectment. 

Fifthly.  That  there  are  contracts  peculiar  to  this 
country,  not  known  in  England^  which  upon  com- 
mon law  principles  will  maintain  ejectment,  and  the 
contract  between  Allen  and  Wood-worthy  in  whose 
shoes  we  stand  in  consequence  of  the  levy  of  our 
execution,  would  have  enabled  Woodworth^  and  con- 
sequently will  enable  us  to  maintain  this  action. 

Though  the  law  writers  are  copious  upon  the  sub- 
ject of  where  ejectment  will  lie,  the  whole  doctrine 
may  be  summed  up  in  this  position :  that  ejectment 
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Kinif        will  lie  wherever  a  person  has  been  unlawfully  dis- 

CjuiiiL       seised  of  a  corporeal  hereditament.    The  complaint 

"""*■"""""  in  the  writ  is,  that  he  has  been  wrongfully  ousted  of 

his  possession,,  and  wherever  this  is  the  case  he  shaD 
recover  ip  this  action. 

The  only  reason  assigned  in  the  books  why  this 
action  will  not  lie  for  an  incorporeal  hereditament  is» 
that  the  sheriff  cannot  deliver  possessicm  under  the 
vmt  oi  habere  facias  possessionem  ;  therefore,  where- 
ver a  person  has  been  wrongfully  ousted  of  any  pos- 
session of  which  the  sheriff  may  deliver  him  posses- 
sion, the  action  of  ejectment  will  well  lie. 

Secondly.  It  will  always  lie  in  favour  of  him  who 
lias  the  right  of  entry,  whether  in  fee,  for  life,  for 
years,  or  for  the  shortest  term. 

For  it  will  lie  by  the  tenant  against  his  landlord  if 
his  term  is  unexpired.  It  will  lie  for  common  ap- 
pendant or  appurtenant.  It  lies,  say  the  books,  for  a 
boilery  of  salt,  that  is,  where  a  man  hath  no  inherit- 
ance in  the  soil,  in  which  there  is  a  well  of  salt  water, 
but  only  a  lease  or  grant  of  so  many  buckets  of 
water.  Cro.  Jac.  150.  It  Ues  pro  prima  tonsura^  that 
is,  if  a  man  hath  the  grant  of  the  first  grass  that  gro\vs 
on  the  land  every  year,  he  may  recover  it  in  ejectment 
of  him  who  holds  it  from  him.  Cro.  Car.  262.  JVard 
V.  Petifer. 

It  Yits  t\tn  pro  pastura  centum  oviumy  for  so  much 
land  as  will  feed  one  hundred  sheep ;  and  though  this 
had  been  doubted,  yet  we  find  it  confirmed  in  Bex 
V.  Pendlerenthidey  3  Term  Rep.  p.  772.  ^vABunt 
V.  Moore,  5  Term  Rep.  329. 

In  all  these  cases  there  is  a  right  of  entry  in  the 
])laintiff,  and  the  action  well  lies. 
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Further.  An  ejectment  need  not  be  for  an  entire  ipng 
things  as  it  will  lie  for  the  third  part  of  a  house*  Sul-  Cattin. 
iwan  V.  SeagrovCy  Strange,  695.  — — ^^ 

As  the  right  of  entry  is  the  key-stone  to  the  action 
of  ejectment,  it  will  be  well  to  inquire,  whether  the  ' 

plaintiff  had  this  right  of  entry  in  the  premises  de- 
manded. He  may  have  acquired  this  by  contract, 
or  by  mere  operation  of  law.  The  plaintiff  acquired 
this  right  by  the  levy  of  an  execution  issued  upon  a 
legal  judgment  against  tVaodworth.  By  this  levy  he 
acquired  all  the  right  which  Woodworth  had  at  the 
time  of  the  attachment  on  the  mesne  process.  What 
right  had  Woodworth  at  such  time  ?  He  had  con- 
tracted with  AUen,  io  whom  the  fee  of  the  land  was, 
to  erect  the  dwelling-house  which  contained  the  de- 
manded  premises,  and  was  either  to  have  payment 
for  the  building,  or  the  chance  of  purchasing  the  soil 
upon  which  it  was  erected. 

The  question  is,  did  thb  contract  give  ffoodworth 
a  right  of  entry  ? 

We  shall  shew  from  the  books. 

Thirdly.  What  contracts  will  support  this  action, 
and  the  leading  principle  which  governed  the  Courts 
in  adnaitting  such  contracts. 

In  Doe,  ex  dem.  IVinkley,  v.  Pie,  Principal  of  Bar^ 
nard^s  Inn,  ejectment  lay  for  a  cellar  held  under  a 
parol  contract.    Espinasse^s  Reports  of  Cases  at  Nisi  i^^^  edit  ^ 
Frius,  p.  364,  365,  366.  ^^'  ^ 

To  shew  that  the  Courts  in  England  will  give  a 
very  liberal  construction  to  contracts,  and  allow  them 
to  be  the  grounds  of  ejectment,  we  shall  read  the  case 
i»f  the  wine-cellar,  Morganh  Essays,  vol.  2.  p.  340. 
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King  The  case  of  Lord  Abmgtmt  same  autbori^,  p. 

Csdin.        345.  343.  shews,  that  where  tlie  inteot  of  the  parties 

-  is,  to  maire  a  lease^  it  shall  be  so  considered,  though 

unaccompanied  with  tliose  formalities  which  a  more 
rigid  construction  of  the  law  would  render  necessai;. 
Though  tht  case  of  Mighty  ex  dem.  Green^  v.  Proct&r^ 
was  decided  against  the  plaintiff,  yet  all  the  Judges 
considered  it  to  be  law,  that  a  lict^se  to  iiihiibit 
amounted  to  a  lease.  Burr.  Rep.  vol.  4.  p.  2;^08. 
Baxter^  ex  dem.  Abrahally  v.  Brawn^  Lluck.  Rep. 
vcd.  2,  p.  973,  974.  A  promise  to  give  a  lease,  ac- 
companied with  possession,  was  ruled  to  amount 
to  a  lease. 

In  Bacon^s  Abridgment^  vci.  4.  p.  160.  Gn^il*  ^^^ 
We  have  die  doctrine,  that  it  may  be  laid  do\irn  as  a 
general  rule,  that  whatever  words  are  sufficient  to 
explain  the  intent  of  the  pardes,  that  the  one  M 
divest  himself  of  the  possession,  and  the  other  came 
into  it  for  such  a  determinate  time,  such  words,  whe- 
ther  they  run  in  the  form  of  a  license,  covenant,  oc 
agreement,  are  of  themselves  sufficient,  and  will  in 
construcdon  of  law  amount  to  a  lease  for  years,  as 
effisctxially  as  if  the  most  proper  and  pertinent  words 
had  been  made  use  of  for  that  purpose. 

So,  if  one  (p.  161.)  only  license  another  to  enjoy 
such  a  house  or  land  till  such  a  time,  this  amounts 
to  a  present  and  certain  lease,  and  may  be  pleaded  as 
such,  though  it  may  be  also  pleaded  as  a  license ; 
and  if  it  be  pleaded  as  a  lease  for  years,  and  tra- 
versed, the  lessee  may  give  the  iiceose  in  evidence 
to  prove  it. 

In  p.  163.  of  the  same  author,  one  said  toanoAeiy 
''  You  shall  have  a  lease  oS  my  lands  in  Z).  for  twenty* 
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one  years.  Paying  therefor  lOL  per  annum*  Make  a  ^^i^ 
lease  in  writing,  and  I  will  seal  it."  This  was  agreed  CatiSiu 
by  all  the  Justices  to  be  a  good  parol  lease  for  twenty.  *  ■ 

one  years,  though  no  writing  was  made  of  it;  (being 
before  the  statute  of  frauds ;)  for  the  intent  of  the 
parties  was  sufficiently  ex{Nnessed,  and  the  making  of 
it  in  writing  was  but  for  further  assurance,  and  left 
to  the  lessee  if  he  thought  it  necessary. 

Mn  Marsh  cited  also,  JRunningtan  on  Ejcctmenty 
p.  9,  10.  24.  33,  34,  35  and  36. 

These  authorities,  and  many,  others  which  may  be 
produced,  go  to  shew,  that  the  law  will  in  trials  of 
ejectment  favour  contracts  made  by  parties,  even 
against  third  persons,  and  that 

Fourthly.  The  leading  principle .  is,  that  where 
livery  and  seisin  is  made,  that  is,  where  possession  is 
given  by  him  who  has  the  right  of  entry,  the  intent 
of  the  parties  in  any  contract  shall  be  carried  into 
effect,  and  ejectment  will  lie  as  a  remedy  to  the  in- 
jured. 

It  b  true  we  cannot  produce  a  case  exactly  in 
point,  but  it  is  obvious. 

Fifthly.  That  there  are  many  contracts  respecting 
lands  and  buildings,  which  grow  out  of  the  state  o|F 
society  in  thb  country,  which  are  unknown  in  J&t- 
gland^  but  which,  in  furtherance  of  justice,  must,  if 
they  have  not  already,  be  supported  by  the  decisions 
of  this  Court.  A  man  executes  a  bond  conditioned 
to  convey  a  lot  of  land  in  a  wilderness  state  to  ano- 
ther upon  the  payment  of  a  certain  sum  by  instal- 
ments. The  obligee  goes  immediately  into  posses- 
sion. At  great  labour  and  expense  he  clears  the  land 
and  erects  buildings  qpon  it,  and  his  expenditures, 
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Kii«  before  the  last  instalment  becotnes  due,  surpass  tjle 
Catiin.  price  stipulated  for  the  land.  Will  not  this  bond^/be 
considered  as  a  lease  ?  Wilt  it  not  enure  against  a 
third  person,  to  whom  the  obligor  might  pass  the 
land  by  deed  ?  or,  if  set  off  by  execution,  couW  the 
creditor  take  more  interest  in  the  land  and  buiUings 
than  the  debtor  possessed  ?  In  such  cases,  must  tk 
obligee  be  obliged  to  look  solely  to  his  bond  ?  and  'i 
the  obligor  becomes  bankrupt,  lose  his  labour  aod 
expenditures  in  the  erection  of  buildings  ?  Or  in 
ejectment  will  not  this  Court  decide,  that  the  oMgcc 
has  an  interest  in  the  land  and  buildings  in  wfaidi  the 
law  will  protect  him ;  that  as  the  covenant  was  ac- 
companied with  actual  possession,  which  amounts  tD 
livery  of  seisin,  a  third  person,  who  might  take  a  deed 
from  the  obligor,  or  who  might  have  the  land  set  off 
to  him  OD  execution,  should  not  hold  agaiost  Iiim; 
the  grantee  or  the  judgment  creditor  acquiring  by 
the  deed  or  the  levy  no  more  interest  in  the  land  and 
buildings  than  the  original  holder  had. 

The  case  in  the  special  verdict  is  one  very  com- 
mon, if  not  peculiSr  to  this  country,  and  calls  loudlf 
for  judicial  interference ;  and  we  consider  it  feiriy 
embraced  by  the  principles  and  practice  which  sus- 
tain ejectment  at  common  law. 

In  days  of  ignorance,  the  old  maxim  of  cujus  esti^ 
lum  ejus  est  usque  ad  coekim  prevailed ;  but  it  has  bcca 
almost  entirely  done  away  in  the  more  modem  and 
more  enlightened  aera  of  EngRsh  jurisprudence.  The 
common  principles  of  justice  always  required,  if"* 
owner  of  land  gave  another  a  license  to  erect  a  building 
upon  it,  subject  to  a  future  election  by  the  owner  tvbc- 
tlier  to  pay  for  the  buidings  or  vend  the  land,  that  the 
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:rest  in  the  buildings,  and  such  possession  of  the        King 
as  is  necessary  to  the  enjoyment  of  it,  should  be       catiin. 
to  the  architect  until  the  fulfilment  of  the  '*~~''~~ 
contract,  and  that  such  interest  of  the'  architect  in  the 
lyiildings  should  not  be  defeated  by  the  conveyance 
of  the  land  to  a  third  person,  or  by  the  interference  of 
the  creditors  to  the  knd  owner. 

We  therefore  consider,  that  by  the  common  law 
the  contract  relied  ^upon  is  such  as  gave  to  Wood- 
worth,  in  whose  shoe;^  we  stand,  a  right  of  entry  into 
the  premises  demanded ;  that  the  possession  of  IVood* 
worth  was  such,  that  he  might  have  possession  deli- 
vered to  us  by  the  sheriff  under  the  writ  of  habere 
Jacias  possessionem;  that  he  could,  and  we  can  on 
ouster  maintain  ejectment  upon  it ;  that  by  the  prin-  * 
ciples  of  the  common  law,  the  contract  between 
fFoodworth  and  Allen  being  accompanied  with  livery 
of  seisin  or  possession,  is  a  contract  upon  which 
ejectment  can  be  maintained  against  a  third  person ; 
that  the  Court  will,  in  conformity  with  the  English 
decisions,  carr}'  the  intent  of  the  parties  into  effect, 
and  decide  that  the  law  so  is  that  the  verdict  shall 
be  recorded  in  favour  of  the  plaintiff. 

Daniel  Chipmany  contra.  The  true  question  is, 
has  the  contract  between  Allen  and  fVoodworth  so 
*  $sted  the  property  of  the  dwelling-house  in  Wood- 
worthy  that  he  could  have  maintained  ejectment 
tgainst  the  judgment  creditors  oiAlleny  when  set  off 
to  4hem  by  execution,  or  rather,  whether  die  credi- 
tors of  fFoodworth  can  maintain  it  against  the  credi- 
tors of  AUen. 
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Kincp  We  consider  it  of  small  import  winch  way  tbls 

Catiin.       question  would  be  decided  on  common  law  piiod- 

^"""^^—^^  pies ;  but  we  will  so  far  notice  the  cases  cited  as  to 

observe  that  they  are  not  in  point. 

The  case  quoted  in  Morgan's  Essays  does  not 
touch  the  present  question.  The  point  in  aaitcst 
there  was  simply  who  owned  the  winc-cdlar.        * 

But  allowing  Mr.  Marsh  the  full  force  of  the  au; 
thorities,  they  amount  to  no  more  than  that  certain 
contracts  shall  hold  in  ejectment  against  the  cm- 
tractor^  but  in  no  case  against  a  third  person.  Iq 
the  present  case,  fFoodworth  might  possibly  have 
maintained  ejectment  against  Allen,  if  he  had  beea 
ousted  before  the  attachments ;  at  least  he  might  have 
had  relief  in  Chancery  to  compel  a  specific  perform- 
ance of  the  contract ;  but  their  private  agreement 
shall  not  even  by  the  common  law  afiect  their  credi- 
tors. It  is  observable,  that  in  the  case  of  Lord 
Abington^  quoted  in  Morgan^s  Essays,  the  Judges 
doubted  whetlier  the  contract  there  in  questicm  could 
afiect  a  third  person^ 

But  we  consider  the  common  law  princii)lcs,  be 
they  as  tliey  may,  controlled  by  our  own  statute. 

By  our  statutes,  livery  of  seisin  is  done  away. 

Whether  the  land  passes  by  deed,  or  is  set  off  on 

executicm,  the  perfectii^  the  deed  or  the  levy  passes 

the  land  without  further  ceremony,  dnd  with  the  laod 

passes  all  its  appurtenances. 

verffumt  sut       Scctiou  5.  of  the  act  regulating  the  conve)^ancc  of 

a/w  *52^^  real  estates,  and  for  the  prevention  of  frauds  therein, 

uw/'#  edit,  p  enacts,  "  that  all  deeds  or  other  conveyances  of  hnds, 

tenements  or  hereditaments,  lying  in  this  State,  sign- 
ed and  sealed  by  the  party  granting  the  same,  having 


JUNE  ADJOURNED  TERM,  18Q2.  365 

^ood  and  lawful  authority  thereunto,  and  signed  by        King 
two  or  more  witnesses,  and  acknowledged  by  such       Catiin. 
grantor  or  grantors  before  a  Justice  of  the  Peace,  and  — "-— — - 
recorded  at  length  in  the  clerk's  oflk^e  of  the  town  in 
which  such  lands,  tenements  and  hereditaments  lie, 
shall  be  valid  to  pass  the  same  widK>ut  any  other  act 
or  ceremony  whatever.^* 

Here  the  whole  doctrine  of  livery  of  seisin  is  done 
away.  The  land  passes  by  the  deed,  and  imme- 
diately upon  its  execution  possession  attaches  to  the 
grantee  as  against  the  grantor  and  his  heirs,  and  upon 
the  record  of  it,  against  all  others  claiming  under 
him  or  them. 

Perhaps  it  may  be  said,  that  in  decisions  under 
this  statute,  if  a  second  purchaser  knew  of  a  former 
deed,  though  not  recorded,  he  shall  not  hold  against 
the  first  grantee,  though  his  deed  be  recorded  first ; 
and  it  may  be  insbted,  that  Catiin^  the  defendant, 
knew  of  the  contract  between  Allen  and  Wbodworth. 
But  we  consider  that  there  is  a  wide  difierence  be- 
tween a  creditor  and  a  purchaser.  The  purchaser 
can  have  no  moral  inducements  to  interfere  with  and 
defeat  a  prior  contract ;  buta  creditor  is  at  all  times 
countenanced  in  his  vigilance  to  secure  an  honest 
debt.  If  I  know  that  my  neighbour  has  taken  a  deed 
of  land,  I  ought  not  to  defeat  his  title  by  a  subsequent 
purchase,  and  the  procuring  my  itteed  to  be  first  re- 
corded. But  if  we  are  both  creditors,  and  I  know 
that  he  has  taken  out  a  writ  to  attach  the  land  of  our 
debtor,  I  may  lawfully  and  honesdy  hasten  to  secure 
my  own  debt  by  a  prior  attachment,  and  the  law  will 
&vour  the  most  vigilant. 
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King  Section  S.  of  the  act  directing  the  levyi^  aaA 

CfttUn.       serving  eicecutions,  expressly  vests  the  title  of  the 

c*  *    land  in  the  creditor-   "  All  executions  extended  and 

rerfnont   MsiC. 

vol.  1.  p  323.     levied  upon  any  houses,  lands  or  tenements  as  afore- 

saidy  with  the  return  oS  the  oflicer  thereon,  being  re- 
corded in  the  records  of  lands  of  the  town  in  whidi 
such  houses,  lands  or  tenements  are  situated,  or  in 
the  office  wherein  deeds  respecting  the  same  are  re- 
quired by  law  to  be  recorded,  and  also  returned  into 
the  office  of  the  Clerk  of  the  Court  or  Justice  of  the 
Peace  from  which  such  execution  issued,  and  there 
recorded,  shall,  as  against  such  debtor,  his  heirs  and 
assigns,  make  a  good  title  to  the  party  for  whom 
such  estate  was  taken,  his  heirs  and  assign^  for  ever."  * 
An  attempt  is  made  to  scout  the  old  maxim  of 
cujus  est  soktmy  Sec  but  if  this  maxim  is  to  be 
abandoned,  all  the  respect  shewn  by  the  common 
law  and  by  various  statutes,  to  real  in  preference  to 
personal  estate,  will  be  done  away.  While  the  soil 
remains  sacredly  secured  to  him  who  holds  the  fee 
by  the  solemnities  requisite  in  passing  the  same,  it 
may  be  covered  with  buildings  with  various  owners, 
who  may  claim  the  same,  if  the  doctrine  contended 
for  be  correct,  by  various  unrecorded  and  even  parol 
tenures.  The  whole  object  of  our  statute  of  frauds 
is  to  guard  the  rights  of  third  persons^  and  to  protect 
them  from  imposition ;  and  it  is  well  worthy  of  con- 
sideration whether  this  object  can  be  secured  if  this 
venerable  maxim  of  the  common  law  be  abmdooed. 
A  purchaser  might  tlien  inspect  the  reccntl,  find  the 
fee  of  a  Ic*  of  land  in  the  grantor  by  a  succession  of 
well  authenticated  deeds  from  the  sovereign,  and 
when  he  had  parted  with  his  purchase-money,  ^ 
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his  grantor  }uKi  become  iMfiknipt,  so  that  he  could        Ktii|^ 
AOt  avail  himself  of  the  covenants  in  tiie  deed  war-       Catiitu 
milting  die  tend  to  be  free  of  all  incumbrances,  might  — — — — 
discover  ^t  the  buildings,  which  he  considered  as 
the  most  vahiable  part  of  the  purcJiase,  were  owned 
by  another,  and  be  exposed  to  be  ejected  from  hiB 
own  fee  by  the  possession  of  the  buildings,  which  is 
given  to  the  plaintiff  in  ejectment. 

But  it  seems  the  plaintiff  inclines  to  consider  tlie 
contract  between  j4llen  and  IVoodworth  as  a  lease. 
But  a  lease  not  recorded  would  expose  a  third  person 

« 

to  the  same  imposition  as  a  parol  contract.  I  may 
convey  the  fee,  and  my  grantee  be  afterwards  sur- 
prised by  a  lease  which  I  had  executed  for  999  years. 
Thh  would  completely  defeat  the  statute  of  frauds, 
but  it  would  be  more  incongruous  to  admit  of  siich 
k  *i:ase  as  operating  upon  the  build'tngs  whilst  my 
grantee  had  the  fee  of  the  land. 

On  the  whole  we  contend,  that  though  the  con- 
tract between  vf//m  BXid' R^oodworthy  as  relative  to 
each  other^  might  have  been  sanctioned  in  ejectment, 
yet  it  can  never  affect  a  Aora /&  creditor  to  Jtlleni 
and  by  the  levy  (rf  our  execution  we  hold  the  fee  of 
Lot  No.  21*  and  have  a  right  to  die  possession  t>f  It; 
with  its  appurtenances.  »  ' 

^.  C  Harrington f  for  the  plaintiff.  It  seems  to 
be  granted,  that  by  common  law  ejectment  would 
liavc  kin  in  favour  of  fFoodworth  against  Allen,  il' 
the  former  had  been  ousted  by  the  latter ;  but  it  is 
contended,  that  the  plaintiff  cannot  as  a  third  person 
waintain  it.  This  will  naturally  lead  to  the  inquiry 
^to  what  rights  vre  acquired  by  the  levy  of  our  exe- 
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cution.  Oar  levy  was  <m  die  10th  of  AprU^  1791^, 
Cfttiiii.  and  was  made  under  the  statute  ofMat^ch  Tth^  1797, 
Vfrtntrnf  su^t.  cntitkd,  an  act  directing  the  levying  and  serving  of 
vol.  t.  !>.  321.  executions.  This  statute  is  fiimiliar,  and  without  in- 
vestigating it  particularly  we  confidently  assert,  dnt 
in  all  cases  where  an  executiw  is  levied  on  housts  or 
lands^  all  the  interest  which  the  debtor  held  'm  them 
at  the  date  of  the  levy  passes  to  the  creditor.  All  the 
rights,  and  no  more,  which  the  debtor  hdd  at  such 
time,  are  vested  by  the  levy  in  the  creditor.  What 
interest,  what  rights  had  JVaodwarth  in  the  premises 
demanded  ?  It  appears,  that  the  fee  of  the  land  was 
in  Allen*  He  contracted  with  PFbodworiky  that  if  he 
would  erect  a  house  on  the  land,  when  it  was  finidbed 
he  would  pay  for  the  house  or  sell  the  land  to  him. 
.  The  possession  of  the  land  was  therefore  delivered 
to  fFbodxvorthy  who  had  a  qualified  interest  both  in 
the  house  and  land,  and  had  a  legal  as  well  as  equita- 
ble right  to  retain  possession  both  of  the  land  and 
building  until  the  contract  had  been  fulfilled  by  the 
election  of  Allen  to  pay  for  the  house,  or  vend  and 
convey  the  land.  Before  this  election  was  rnade^  the 
creditors  of  JVoodworth  and  Allen  both  attached.  We 
attached  the  house  as  the  property  of  fFbodwort/h 
and  acquired  by  the  levy  of  our  executipn  all  the  in- 
terest, all  the  rights,  both  in  the  house  and  land, 
which  fFoodworth  had  possessed. 

The  defendant,  in  the  right  of  his  wife,  attached 
the  lands  as  the  estate  of  AUen^  and  acquired,  by  the 
levy  of  his  execution,  all  the  interest,  all  the  rights, 
which  AUen  had  at  the  date  of  the  levy.  Sensible 
that  the  property  of  the  dwelling-house  was  never  in 
Allen,  the  defendant,  as  appears  by  the  officer's  re- 
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turn  of  the  writ,  excepted  it  inliis  attsu:hment,  de- 
scribing  it  as  the  property  qf  fVoodworthy  neither  was        CatUa. 
it  appraised  to  him  in  the  levy  of  his  execution.  -  • 

With  the  knowledge  of  all  these  facts,  the  plaintiff 
now  attempts  to  hold  prq;»erty  for  which  he  never 
paid,  and  to  defeat  us  of  an  honest  debt  in  defiance  of 
the  common  principles  of  justice.  But  it  sieepiSj  ^ 
blinded  by  his  interest,  he  has  lapsed  into  a  vulgar 
error,  and  imagined  that  the  law  will  give  him  what 
common  justice  would  deny  him* 

He  is  sensible  that  he  ought  not  in  equity  to  hold 
property  for  which  he  never  paid  a  cent.  His  con* 
science  informs  him,  that  it  is  ui^ust  to  defraud  the 
plaintiff.  He  acknowledges,  that  if  the  plaintiff  had 
purchased  by  deed  of  AHen^  and  he  had  taken  a  sub- 
sequent deed,  knowing  of  the  former  deed,  though 
he  should  have  recorded  his  deed  first,  it  would  not 
have  held  against .  the  plaintiff.  But  he  says,  credi- 
tors do  not  stand  on  the  same  ground  as  purchasers ; 
and  yet  the  statute  last  read,  by  making  no  such  dis- 
tinction, puts  them  precisely  on  the  same  ground. 

As  a  salvo  to  his  conscience,  he  principally  relies 
on  an  almost  obsolete  maxim  of  the  law,  which  un- 
doubtedly, in  the  first  rude  essays  of  English  juris- 
prudence, when  the  rights  of  property  were  by  no 
meiuis  distinctly  understood  or  pointed  out,  operated 
as  a  beneficial  general  rule ;  and  it  may  be  considered 
as  a  general  rule  in  even  the  more  enlightened  aera  of 
the  municipal  law;  but  this  maxim,  when  carried 
rigidly  into  operation,  bade  such  bold  defiancejto  the 
common  notions  of  right  and  wrong,  that  periiaps  no 
general  rule  has  more  exceptions,  than  tliat  he  who 
f)\vns  the  ground  owns  every  thing  upon  it.    Hence 
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i^sr        lire  find  in  die  books  numerous  cases  whereiii  the 

CaUin.       right  of  the  owner,  or  he  who  is  interested  in  build- 

"'"**"""*'"  ing9  or  property  placed  on  or  growing  out  of  anodier 

man's  land,  are  sanctioned  in  the  Courts*  Hence 
the  doctrine  of  emblements,  Sec.  And  the  nice  dis- 
tinction between  that  which  is  nailed  and  that  which 
is  screwed  to  a  building  by  a  tenant,  is  but  a  yulgai' 
and  natural  eflfort  to  avoid  this  unjust  maxim. 

On  the  whde  we  contend,  that  jiUen  made  a  legal 
contract  with  JVhodworth;  that  it  was  accompanied 
with  livery  of  seisin ;  that  Woodwarth  had  the  right 
of  entry,  and  would  have  continued  to  hold  it  until 
the  contract  between  him  and  Allen  was  fulfilled; 
that  in  case  of  ouster  by  AUen^  Woodworth  might 
have  maintained  ejectment,  and  the  dwelling-house 
would  have  been  a  proper  subject  for  the  writ  of 
habere  Jacias  possessionem. 

That  by  our  statute  the  plaintiff,  by  the  levy  of  his 
execution,  was  invested  with  all  the  interest  and 
rights  of  Woodworth  in  the  premises  demanded. 

That  the  defendant,  by  the  levy  of  his  execution, 
was  put  into  the  shoes  of  AUen ;  that  he  could  not  by 
the  levy  take  more  interest  in  the  land  than  AUen  the 
debtor  had :  that  AllerCs  interest  in  the  land  was  a 
qualified  interest  subject  to  the  contract ;  the  fee  of 
the  land  may  be  said  to  have  been  in  abeyance  until 
the  fulfilment  of  the  contract* 

Therefore  if  Woodworth  could  have  maintained 
ejectment  upon  ouster  by  Allen^  we  can  maintain  it 
against  his  judgment  creditor,  the  defendant. 

That  in  an  equitable  view  of  the  subject,  (for  io 
cases  which  may  be  any  wise  doubtful  the  courts  ^^ 
law  will  always  be  moved  by  considerations  of  equitVj) 
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as  the  defendant  never  attached  or  comprised  the  ^^ 
value  of  the  dwelling-house  in  the  appraisement  Catiin. 
which  was  made  on  the  levy  of  this  execution,-  he 
pught  not  to  hold  that  for  which  he  has  never  paid. 
That  as  our  demand  against  JFoodtvorth  was  bona 
Jidcy  we  ought  not  to  be  defeated  of  it  in  a  Court  of 
Justice,  contrary  to  the  common  principles  of  jus- 
tice. 

The"  Court  directed  judgment  to  be  entered  for 
the  plaintiiF. 

Amos  Marsh  and  JVilUam  C  Harrington^  for  the 
plaintiff. 

Daniel  Chifiman  and  Elnathan  Keyes^  fw  the  de- 
fendant. 
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'     >  A9»9t^nt  Judges, 
STEPHEf/  JACOBy  5  '^  » 


Justus  Bellamy  agaitist  J osetr  Corban. 
#n  complaint      THE  defendant  filed  his  complaint  for  the  non- 

lor    the    non-  ^  * 

entry  of  a  writ  entry  of  a  writ  of  error, 
interest  must       Judgment  of  the  County  Court  affirmed. 
from^Sc"<ktc      And  now  the  defendant  contended  for  the  compu- 
Son  on  the  wi'  tation  of  interest  from  tlie  ^ay  of  the  rendering  the 
S  ^''^^'     original  judgment. 

Sedper  Curiam.  The  interest  here  allowed  under 
the  term  "  damages^^^  is  expressly  given  by  the  sta- 
tute "y&r  the  delay  occasioned  by  the  writ  of  «Tor.'* 
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The  impetration  of  the  present  writ  was  subsequent      Bellamy 
to  the  issuing  the  writ  of  execution  on  the  original       Cortian. 
judgment.     The  plaintiff  below  might  have  taken  — -*-~* 
out  his  writ  of  execution  immediatdy  upon  the 
rising  of  the  Court.    If  he  did  not,  it  was  his  own 
neglect,  and  he  shall  not  cliarge  his  laches  oh  the 
plaintiff  in  error.     In  cases  where  the  supersedeas 
operates  hardly,  the  Court  have  ample  power  to  re- 
munerate the  original  plaintiff  "  in  double  costs  at  yemwnt  stat. 
their  discretion." 

Let  the  interest  be  computed  from  the  day  of  the 
diate  of  the  writ  of  execution. 

Josias  Smithy  for  the  complainant. 


Richard  Pearse,  Appellee, 

against 
Moses  Goddaro,  AppellapU 

AND  now  the  said  Richard  Pearse^  appellee,  com-  when  tu  ap- 
plaint  makes,  that  by  the  consideration  of  the  County  Suited,  the  apl 
Court  holden  at  Middlebury^  within  and  for  the  Coun-  fii©  rcompUint 
ty  of  Addison  aforesaid,  on  the  first  Monday  of  March,  ^^  *  non-e*ntr^^ 
A*D.  1801,  he  recovered  judgment  against  the  above-  J'fnt'^'tnd^Aus 
mentioned  Moses  Goddard  {or  the  sum  of  353  dols.  33  ^^over  12  per 

cent,     as    in- 

cts.  damages,  and  the  sum  of  11  dols.  45  cts.  costs  of  crease  of  da- 
suit;  from  which  judgment  the  said  Moses  appealed  must  take  his 
to  this  present  term  of  the  Supreme  Court,  and  on  costs  in  the  ac. 
the  firat  day  of  the  term  entered  his  appeal  in  said  *^^  *pp^*^ 
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V. 

Goddard. 


r«rffioRr  Stat. 
vol.  1.  p.  55. 


I 
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Court ;  but  on  the  sixth  day  of  the  same  term,  bmg 
thrice  solemnly  called  to  prosecute  his  said  appeal  to 
effect,  did  not  appear,  but  thereof  made  de&ult^  wlud 
default  is  regularly  entered  on  the  docket  of  .t|#sai4 
Supreme  Court. 

Now  the  complainant  having  here  ready  in  Couit 
to  be  produced,  attested  copies  of  said  judgmeot 
and  other  necessary  evidence,  prays  the  Court  to 
affirm  said  original  judgment  with  additicMial  costs, 
and  allow  the  complainant  appellee  interest  on  the 
damages  so  by  him  recovered  as  increase  of  damagtf 
occasioned  by  the  appellant's  delay  in  neglecting  to 
enter  and  prosecute  said  appeal  to  efiect  at  the  rate  of 
twelve  per  centum  per  annum,  as  is  provided  by  the 
fourth  section  of  the  act  entitled,  an  act  constituting 
the  Supreme  Court  of  Judicature  and  County  Courts, 
defining  their  powers,  and  regulating  judicial  pro- 
ceedings. 

By  his  attorney, 

S.  Miller. 

The  question  made  is,  shall  this  complaint  be 
sustained  ? 

Jacob,  Judge*  This  complaint  is  novel,  'but  I 
consider  the  judgment  of  the  Court  below  oug^t  to 
be  affirmed,  and  the  damages  increased  by  the  twelvo 
per  cent,  interest. 

The  object  of  the  Legislature  was  to  prevent  un- 
necessary delay  in  the  collection  of  debts.  They 
have  therefore  enacted,  that  if  an  appellant  shall  ne- 
glect to  enter  and  prosecute  his  appeal  to  effect,  be 
shall,  upon  complaint  made  by  die  appellee,  and  af- 
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ftrnuition  of  the  ori^nal  judgment,  icmtinerate  the      *ati* 
appellee  by  iticrease  of  damages  oocamoned  by  his      Godd^fd. 
delay,  a|  the  rate  of  twdre  per  centum  per  aiuium.       — — — — 

It  appears  to  jne,  that  this  salutary  statute  check 
upon  the  delays  of  debtors  would  be  entirely  evaded 
by  permitting  the  appellant  to  make  a  mere  formal 
entry  of  his  appeal^  and  dM^  instantly  siiifer  a  de- 
&ult 

TrtEK,  Judge.  The  words  of  the  statute,  **  irfiali 
neglect  to  enter  and  prosecute  his  appeal  to  effect," 
lire  in  the  eanjurtctive.  The  appellant  must  neglect 
both,  or  he  is  not  liable  on  complaint  to  the  payment 
of  the  12  per  cent,  interest;  otherwise,  if  in  thedis- 
Junetivef  "  neglect  to  enter  or  prosecute,'*  if  he  then 
had  failed  m  either,  I  should  have  been  for  sustainmg 
the  complaint. 

Chief  Judge.  I  aiti  in  opinion  with  Judge  T  y  l  e  r» 
Further  it  appears  to  me,  that  if  we  sustain  this  com- 
plaint, we  shall  encounter  a  difficulty  in  disposing  of 
4he  proceedings  already  had  upon  the  appeal.  Here 
is  a  default  entered,  and,  to  make  the  record  com- 
plete, costs  must  be  taxed  and  damages  ascertained. 
And  although  the  general  practice  has  been,  when  a 
party  suifering  a  default  intends  to  be  heard  in  the 
assessment  of  damages,  that  the  default  is  suflS^red 
under  a  rule  that  the  defendant  shall  be  heard  in  da^ 
mages,  yet  as  the  statute  provides,  that  "  when  judg-  vemum  stat 
ment  shaU  be  rendered  by  default,  won  demurrer,  ^'■^■^'  ' 
in  any  Court  in  this  State,  the  Judges  of  such  Court 
shall  have  full  power,  by  themselves,  by  the  Jury  in 
Court,  the  report  of  the  clerk,  or  the  report  on  oath 
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Pmmb  of  one  or  more  judicious  person  or  persons,  to  bo 
Godcbrd.  appointed  as  an  inquest  by  the  Court  to  asoertain  the 
— ***"'"""~*  sum  due."  I  do  not  conceive  we  could  bar  the  ap- 
pellant from  yet  being  heard  in  damages  on  the  de- 
fault. In  which  case  there  would  be  a  complete 
judgment  on  the  appeal,  and  another  judgment  on  the 
affirmation  under  the  complaint  if  it  should  be  sus- 
tained, and  full  costs  in  both;  and  perhaps  the  result 
of  the  inquiry  after  damages  upon  the  default  might 
lessen  the  judgment  in  the  Court  below  to  a  sum 
merely  nominal. 

I  will  observe  further,  that  a  default  eiRered  on 
the  docket  is  not  by  our  practice  conclusive  against 
a  party  until  after  the  rising  of  the  Court  The  sta- 
Vemmt  Stat  tute  provides,  that  after  default  recorded  and  judg- 
A  default  en-  mCnt  entered  thereon,  if  before  the  third  day  inclu- 
docket^'u^  sive  of  the  first  day  of  the  sitting  of  the  Court,  die 
ihr^n^InV^S"  defendant  shall  come  into  Court  and  move  for  a  trial, 
the  Court        jj^  ^j^n  \^  admitted  to  it  upon  paying  to  the  .adverse 

party  his  legal  costs.  The  Court  have  considered 
thi«  statute  provision  to  apply  onlj"  to  cases  where 
there  has  been  no  appearance  by  the  defendant  in 
Court :  therefore,  in  those  cases  which  the  statute  did 
not  reach,  it  has  been  the  practice  of  the  Court  on 
motion,  under  considerations  of  equity,  to  take  off  a 
default  at  any  day  of  the  term,  under  a  rule  securing 
to  the  adverse  party  ample  compensation  for  all  the 
inconveniences  he  may  sustain  by  it. 

The  complainant  had  leave  to  discontinue,  and 
judgment  entered  upon  the  default 

Samuel  Miller^  for  ap])ellee. 
'  Josias  Smtthj  for  appellant. 
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V. 

Chipman. 


Andrew  Abells 

against 

John  Chiphan,  Esquire, 
Sheriff  of  Addison  County. 

« 

TRESPASS  on  the  case,  for  an  escape.  u  n  the  tur- 

The  declaration  sets  forth,  that  the  plauntiff,  on  ^^^s  ?^  ,^« 

^  prmcipat    by 

the  10th  day  oiJultfy  1795,  purchased  out  hb  writ  of  t^is  bail  on 
attachment  against  one  Benjamin  Barnes^  returnable  in  «  juitice's   ' 
before  RosweU  Hopkins^  Esquire,  one  of  the  Justices  gktl^te  cm^oc^ 
of  the  Peace  within  and  for  said  County,  on  the  18th  SIJ  ciiSod?of 
of  said  Jtdy.  That  he  committed  this  writ  to  Azariah  X^/i?*^^ 
PamteTy  the  sheriff's  deputy,  who  arrested  the  body  ^  ^^^^  ""^ 

'  r     ^ »  ^  J    present,  he  can 

ofBamest  and  took  one  Risden  as  bail.    That  xhi  the  appoint  one, 

who    may    de* 

day  of  the  Court,  in  open  Court,  Risden  delivered  up  tain  him  upon 
his  principal.  That  the  sheriff's  deputy.  Painter ^  o^xh^ml^l^ 
being  present,  the  Justice  commanded  Barnes  into  justice's*  Court 
his  custody,  but  that  Painter  refused  to  take  charge  tuf  IhTXeJ 
of  him,  whereby  he  escaped  and  went  at  large.  That  ^^^-^  ^"hu^ 
judgment  in  the  Justice's  Court  was  rendered  for  the  prisoner   one 

,     ,  ^  moment     after 

plaintiff;  defendant  appealed,  and  plaintiff  recovered  the   Court   ia 

-*-.,  ij^  ^  n         t  n  adjourned,  witU 

a  final  judgment  at  the  County  Court  for  the  sum  of  or  without  day, 
7/L  is.  lawful  money,  damages,  and  8/.  2s.  9d.  lawful  mittimus  from 
money,  coats  of  suit.     That  within  thirty  days  from    ®  J"*^^°«- 
the  rendering  of  the  final  judgment,  he  purchased  out 
his  writ  of  execution  against  Benjamin  Barnes^  and 
delivered  it  to  the  same  sheriff's  deputy,  who  in  due 
time  returned  it  non  est.   Prbfert  made  of  the  records 
of  the  several  Courts,  and  an  averment  that  the  plain- 
tiff hath  totally  lost  his  debt  by  the  escape. 
Pica  not  guilty,  and  issue  to  the  Jury. 

48 
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AJwib  It  appeared  from  the  records  of  the  Justice's  Court, 

Chipoutn.      that  on  the  original  writ  the  following  return  was  in- 
'         dorsed: 
Date. 

Then,  in  obedience  to  this  precept,  I  arrested  the 
body  of  the  within  named  Benjamin  Barnes^  and  ac- 
cepted Onesiphorus  Risden  as  bail  for  his  appearance 
at  Court,  and  caused  him  to  indorse  his  name  (hi  the 
writ. 

Azariah  Painter^  Sheriff's  Deputy- 

It  also  sq)peared,  that  Risden  delivoped  up  Bama 
]h«open  Court;  that  the  Justice  directed  Azariah 
Painter^  then  present,  to  take  charge  of  him* 

The  other  allegations  in  the  declaration  were  con- 
ceded. 

The  single  point  made  m  the  defence  was,  that 
afler  rendering  the  principal  into  Court,  and  his  com- 
mitment by  order  of  the  Justice  to  the  custody  of  the 
officer,  he  was  not  obliged  by  law  to  keep  or  commit 
him  to  gaol  without  a  mittimus  from  the  Justice. 

To  this  it  was  replied,  that  no  mittimus  was  made 
out,  because  the  officer  repeatedly  refused  to  take 
Barnes  into  custody. 

The  plaintiff  offered  to  prove  this  by  parol  testi- 
mony. 

Sedper  Curiam.  It  cannot  be  admitted.  The  <jf* 
ficers  refusal  is  de/tors  the  record,  which  merely 
shews  that  the  Justice  ordered  Barnes  into  custody- 
Indeed  this  circumstance,  if  it  existed,  would  har^ 


I.    ^ 
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been  very  improperly  attached  to  the  record.    When       Abeiu 
a  magistrate  of  this  State  commands  a  proper  officer      chipman. 
^  to  do  a  legal  duty,  his  consent  is  to  be  presumed.  ^ 

< 

The  cause  now  went  to  the  Jury,  upon  the  speci- 
fications of  the  record. 

The  Court,  in  their  charge  to  the  Jury,  observed, 
that  they  had  no  doubt  but  that,  upon  the  surrender 
of  the  principal  by  bail  on  mesne  process  in  a  Jus- 
tice's Court,  the  Justice  had  power  to  order  him  for 
the  time  being  into  the  custody  of  a  proper  officer. 

The  statute  provides,  **  that  where  no  proper  offi-  remumf  staf. 
cer  shall  attend  any  Justice's  Court,  and  it  is  neces-  ^      '  ^ 
sary  there  should  be  some  officer  for  the  due  exer- 
cise  of  his  or  their  respective  jurisdictions,  such  Jus- 
tice or  Justices  shall  have  power  to  appoint  some 
proper  person  to  fill  the  place  of  such  proper  officer." 

Here  a  proper  officer,  the  defendant's  deputy^  was 
present. 

But  thjs  power  in  the  Justice  to  order  into  custo- 
dy, and  in  the  officer  to  hold  his  prisoner  without 
written  precept,  can  operate  only  while  his  Court  is 
ill  session. 

7%w  Court  possess  no  stich  plenitude  of  power  as 
to  imprison  a  person  beyond  the  limits  of  their  ses«^ 
sion. 

In  cases  where  the  surety  on  mesne  process  sur- 
renders his  principal  in  a  Justice's  Court,  it  is  the 
duty  of  the  Justice  to  order  the  person  surrendered 
into  the  custody  of  a  proper  officer,  if  there  he  one 
present ;  if  not,  he  is  to  appoint  some  suitable  person 
tb  fill  the  place  of  such  proper  officer,  and  order  him 
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Abefls       into  his  custody.     If  judgement  final  be  rcudertd  for 

chipmtn.     the  plaintiff,  he  should  make  out  his  writ  of  execa- 

"^        '  tion  before  the  rising  of  his  Court,  that  the  defendant 

may  be  charged  with  it.  But  in  cases  where  the 
cause  is  continued  to  an  adjourned  session  of  the 
Justice's  Court,  or  where  an  appeal  is  taken  to  the 
County  Court,  the  Justice  should,  befpre  be  ad- 
journs his  Court,  make  out  and  deliver  to  a  proper 
officer  a  mittimus  in  due  form,  stating  therein  the 
grounds  of  issuing  it,  and  commanding,  in  and  bj 
the  authority  of  the  State,  such  officer  to  commit  the 
prisoner  to  the  commcm  gaol  of  the  County,  and  like* 
wise  commanding  the  keeper  of  the  prison  to  receive 
and  him  safely  keep  within  said  prison,  until  be  shall 
be  liberated  by  due  course  of  law ;  and  of  these  pio- 
ceedings  the  Justice  should  make  record. 

If  this  be  omitted,  die  officer  cannot  one  moment 
after  Ae  rising  of  the  Justice's  Court  be  justified  in 
holduig  his  prisoner,  and  therefore  camiot  be  cbaige- 
able  with  his  escape. 

Verdict  for  the  defendant,  and  his  costs. 

Samuel  MiUer  and  Josiaa  Smithy  for  plaintiff. 
^mos  Marsh  and  Daniel  Cfdpmany  for  defendant. 
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David  Mo&TOK  against  Josrv a  Wslls. 

THIS  was  an  action  on  the  case,  brought  to  reco- 
ver one  hundred  dollars,  forfidted  for  the  non-fulfil- 
ment of  a  contract. 

The  plaintiff  dedared  m  substance  on  the  following 
contract : 

On  agreement  this  day  entered  into  between  Jo- 
shua  Welisj  of  Salisbury^  in  the  County  of  Addison^ 
Oil  the  one  part,  and  David  Mortanj  of  jMukUeburtfj 
State  of  MassaehusettSy  on  the  other  p^t,  to  wit: 
The  said  fTelk  agrees  to  sell  to  the  said  Morton 
eighty  acres  of  land  lying  in  good  &rm  off  of  the 
south  side  of  his  the  said  fTeils^s  &rm  he  now  lives 
on,  for  the  sum  of  nine  dollars  per  acre,  and  to  pro- 
cure a  good  warrantee  deed  qf  the  same^  when  he  hath 
received  333  dols.  34  cts.  in  six  weeks  from  this 
date,  and  the  remainder  to  be  paid  by  the  first  day  of 
December  J  1800;  286  dols.  67  cts.  in  cash,  and  the 
remainder  in  neat  cattle.  And  the  contracting  parties 
further  agree,  that  if  either  of  them  fails  or  forfeits 
the  aforesaid  agreement,  he  shall  forfeit  to  the  other 
one  hundred  dollars^  to  be  recovered  by  law  the  same 
as  a  note  of  hand  for  value  received. 

In  witness  whereof  the  contracting  parties  hereunto 
set  their  hands  the  6th  day  of  November^  in  the  year 
of  our  Lord,  1799. 


Joshua  fFells. 
David  Morton. 


In  presence, 

EUsha  Morton. 
John  Chipman. 


V. 

Wells. 
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Morton  The  general  issue  jobed,  and  put  to  the  Jury. 


■*<»• 


The  plaintiff  o£^red  to  read  the  written  contract 

Objected  to  for  this  variance.  The  declaratioa 
sets  forth,  that  die  defendant  a^ed  to  "  seU  and 
eonvey  eighty  acres  of  his  farm^'*  and  the  writtei 
contract  is,  "  to  procure  a  good  warrantee  deed  (f 
the  savieJ*^ 


When  a  paffy      Sed per  Curiam.  Tlie  plaintiff  has  declared  in  sub- 
declares  in  sub-    ^  J  .    1  1  1         • 
suoce  upon  a  Stance,  and  not  %n  hac  verba  upon  the  written  con- 

IS^ctrheTnot  tract-     The  contract  exhibited  is  substantiaUy  the 
fortflhr  ex^  s^^^  ^^i*  t^^t  declared  ui>on. 

press  words  of  , 
the  contract  in  ,         ' 

his  declaration.  ,  The  plaintiff  now  oflfered  to  shew  by  the  sub- 
scribing witnesses,  that  the  defendant  agreed,  at  the 
time  of  the  contract,  to  receive  payment  in  biHs  of 
the  bank  of  the  United  States. 

Samuel  Miller y  for  defendant.  VCt  object  to  the 
admission  of  such  evidence.  When  jxuties  reduce 
their  contract  to  writing,  and  it  is  duly  signed  and 
attested,  the  law  will  confine  them  to  the  writing. 
Neither  party  shall  controvert  it  by  parol  testimony. 
Certainly  it  would  be  dangerous  to  control  written 
contracts  hf)'  the  loose  observations  of  parties. 

If  a  contract  in      Sed  per  Curiam.    The  position  laid  down  iscor- 

writing  men-  *  * 

tions  a  sum  in  rcct ;  but  the  cvidcnce  adduced  goes,  not  to  contro- 

dollars  and  ,  °  ^p, 

cents,  theCourt  vcrt  but  to  explain  the  intention  of  the  parties.    1  »^ 

will  permit  it  to  ...  .        ,  ,  .,„^ 

be  shewn   in  cxpressiou  m  the  contract  simply  states  the  amount 

evidence,   that 

the  sum  was  to  be  paid  in  United  Sitates  bank  biUi ;  this  gmng  not  to  controrert  but  <o 

Explain  th«  Contract. 
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of  S33  dols.  34  cts.    ThoNg^  biUs  of  die  United      Mbrtm 
States  bank  cannot  be  lawfully  tendered  'in  payment,       Weiu. 
yet  in  &ct  they  pass  current  at  par  with  gold  tod  sil-  -— — — 
ver  in  all  ourxommon  bargains  and  sales.     The  evi- 
dence that  the  defendant  agreed  to  receive  them,  and 
that  at  the  very  time  of  the  signing,  is  a  rational  ex- 
planation of  the  contract. 
Let  the  evidence  be  admitted. 

Tylzr,  Jud^,  dissenting.  It  was  fully  proved, 
AaX  the  defendant  agreed  to  receive  payment  in  bills 
of  the  United  States  bank. 

It  furthel-  appeared  in  evidence,  that  on  the  18th 
day  of  December y  1799,  the  plaintiff  had  procived 
bills  of  the  27.  S.  bank,  to  the  amount  of  the  first  pay^ 
ment ;  that  on  the  evening  of  the  same  day,  betweea 
eiight  and  nine  o'clock,  he  went  to  the  defendant's 
hous^»  who  was  from  home;  and  there  producing  a 
bundle  of  bank  bills  of  the  bai^  of  the  U.  S.  said  h& 
had  come  to  pay  fFells  333  dots.  34  cts.  and  to  de« 
mand  a  deed  according  to  contract. 

It  appeared  also,  that  the  day  before  the  defendant 
had  observed  to  one  of  the  attesting  witnesses  to  the 
contract,  that  if  Morton  failed  to  make  payment,  he. 
sjiould  prosecute  him  for  the  100  dollars;  and  on  the 
morning  of  the  day  of  the  tender,  the  defendant  ac-' 
knowledged  that  he  had  conveyed  the  farm  by  deed 
to  Gamaliel  Painter ^  Esquire ;  and  conclude^,  that  if 
Morton  tendered  the  money,  he  must  lose  the  100 
dollars. 

The  defence  to  the  Jury  was,  that  this  tender  was 
not  good. 
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iteton  First  That  the  bills  were  not  combed  at  the  time 

Weils,       of  the  tender. 
■■*"~-*"~      Secondly.  That  the  tender  was  made  alier  son- 

setting* 

SamuelMUler.  To  make  a  tender  good,  it  is  ne- 
cessary that  the  money  or  other  thing  should  be  so 
exhibited  to  the  view  of  the  party^,  as  liiat  he  may  be 
able  to  determine  whether  there  be  sufficient  to  fulfil 
the  contract,  otherwise  be  may  part  with  his  pmpci^ 
for  nought. 

It  is  therefore  laid  down  in  the  books,  that  it  is  not 
enough  for  the  person  who  intends  to  make  a  tender 
to  say,  I  am  ready  to  pay  the  debt,  or  to  peiform  the 
duty ;  but  he  must  make  an  actual  offisr  to  pa^  tiie 
one  CH*  perform  the  other. 

The  mortgagor  said  to  the  mortgagee,  ^^  I  am  here 
ready  to  pay  you  the  money  due  upon  the  mortgage," 
but  at  the  same  time  kept  the  money,  which  was  in  t 
bag  under  his  arm.  This  was  holden  not  to  be  a  good 
tender.    Bac.  Abr.  vol.  6.  p.  447. 

Considering  the  nature  of  the  pajonent,  it  was  pe« 
euliarly  incumbent  on  the  plaintiff  to  allow  our  client 
a  fiur  opportunitj'-  of  inspecting  the  property  tendered ; 
for  it  is  a  melancholy  fisict,  that  even  in  our  transac- 
tions with  the  honest  part  of  the  community,  the 
most  cautious  dealer  will  find  more  or  less  counter- 
feited bills  in  every  payment  made  to  him.  We  do 
not  wish  to  impute  any  improper  design  in  tlie  de« 
fendant,  but  surely  when  we  are  dealing  with  the 
most  honourable,  and  bank  bills  are  the  mediunif  ^. 
degree  of  circumspection  is  necessary. 


•  \ 
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16  aecond  pomt  the  law  is  cxpnss^    Al* 

party  who  o^idat  to  pay  money  or  deli?er    «  Wdit. 


goodsy  has,  uBiil  the  uttennoit  conyenient  time  affile 
last  day  lindled  Bx  the  paymeot  or  dcKrery  tD  pay 
the  money  or dehrer tibe  goods,  atender  is  not  good; 
unless  their  be,  after  it  is  made,  time  enoo^  befta^ 
the  sun  sets,  to  examine  and  teH  the  money,  or  to 
ezamoDC  aad  tdie  an  aceooot  of  ibc  goods:  for  if  a 
man  should  be  compelled  to  teavft  either  money  or 
goods  in  the  daik,  theie  wonld  be  greal  danger  of  his 
bekig  imposed  upon*    £at^  Abr.  voL  6.  p«  ASS* 

JLm  HaBp  for  iht  fkmtiS.  The  law  cited  faf  our 
opfK^ientaoii  die  first  pmnt,  isceitainly  conect,  and 
stiiedy  applicable  in  ones  wfaece  the  creditor  is  pre- 
sent: but  if  he  will  wilfully  absent  him  fixmi  the  place 
wImr  and  at  the  tiase  vrtei  die  tender  is  to  be  mad^ 
it  GO«ld  be  of  no  benefit  to  him  to  have  lint  naoBf 
mspected  and  counted  in  his  absence;  and  he  is 
estopped  fit>m  saying  the  money  was  not  countedi 
which,  whether  counted  or  not,  he  had  unequivocalfy' 
deelated  by  his  absenoe,  he  was  predctermiBed  not 
toreceiire. 

When  a  man  incspacitates  himself  from  peiferou 
ii^  a  OQiilnict  on  his  part,  he  shall  take  no  adrantsge 
of  Ae  infermsdify  of  a  tender  made  by  the  other 
party* 

Therefore  the  rule  of  tender  before  sunsettmg  may 
be  good  in  genen^  cases ;  yet  in  the  present  case,  as 
the  defendant,  by  conveying  the  Imid  to  SuAg^  Pom- 
tefy  had  voluntarily  incapacitated  himself  fix)m  exe* 
cuting  a  deed  to  the  plaintiff  according  to  his  con- 
tract, he  shall  not  now  say  the  tender  was  made  after 
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Morton      tfae  6un  went  down.  I  refused  to  reorive  beewaft  it 

Weib.       was  too  dark  to  count  and  inspect  die  bflls.    For 

■~~"'"**^  even  had  he  been  present,  and  the  bUb  counted  in 

the  clearest  siuudsne,  and  laspected  bf  the  caahkr  of 
die  bank,  he  could  not  hare  recdved  it,  fot  it  k  ob« 
vious  he  could  not  have  fulfilled  his  contract. 

The  Court,  in  their  charge  to  the  Jury,  after  stetiiig^ 
To  make  » ten-  the  evidence,  observed, 
Sty*^i*^      That  to  make  a  tender  good,  the  party  must,  at 

Sf^'tii* ult^luy  ^'^  ^^^^  *™^»  ^^  *^  ^^  ^y  ^^^  ^^"^  ^**^  <^^ 

th  ^^  ^c  ^^  t*^*^*  before  the  sun  sets,  proceed  to  the  dweUing- 

,  before  the  sun  house,  or  other  usual  place  of  abode,  of  him  to  whom 

sets,  proceed  to 

the  dweUirtfl^-    the  tender  is  to  be  made,  if  no  other  place  be  pro- 
house,  or  other    •  1  <■ «     .fl  1  .1  1        « 
usual  place  of  vidcd  by  the  contract,  and  there  jMtxluce  the  moo^ 

whom  the  ten^  ^  g^^^ds,.  and  oflfer  to  comply  with  the  contract  od 
mld^  i/tio^  ^  P^^*  ^^^  ^  ^  ^^^^  P'^  contiacting  is  abacsi^ 
provldedbyihe  ^  ^  ^^  occasiou  to  count  the  moMy,  or  fmt6n* 
SS«»****roda!^  larly  display  die  goods.  It  wSl  be  sufident  that  he 
the  money  or  has  already  shewn  to  the  witnesses*  that  he  hai 
to  comply  with  brought  with  him  and  consequently  tendexs  to-  ifar 
But  if  "the  ad-  amount ;  and  if  the  other  party  is  |H:earat,  and  scfines 
aScn^/  re-  ^  reccivc  the  money  or  goods,  or  to  perfimn  the 
^to*^wM^e  contract  on  Ms  part,  there  will  theo  be  no  ooeawcm  to 
ilSodr  otTs  in-  ^^'^'^^  ^^  money,  or  particularly  dbplay  the  gQod& 
capahie  of  per-     Bttt  if  he  ta  whom  a  tend^  upon  a  contiafct  to  be 

fonni^  the  , 

contract,  he    made  is  at  the  time  absolutely  incapable  of  petjbroi^ 

need  not  count  .  .      ,  .  -,    v  t  i^    t  f 

his  money,  or  Hig  his  pifft  of  the  Gimtract,  the  whole  raasoft  of 

^^L    couiitiag  the  money.  a«d  putkuluiy  «<#9i»g  <^ 
S^w'IIJL.  «oo^  tendered,  foils. 

"Wise    that    he 
has  tendered  ta  * 
ths  amount. 
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Tyier»  Judge,  dissentaig.    Verdiet  fbr  the  pbm-  Mnrtoo 

&ff,  119  dollars,  and  costs.  weiit. 


LottBaMand ^  forplaiiitiC 

Daniel  CMpnum  aad   Samuel  3£Uer^   for  d&* 


lendant 


William  FjsH£fi,  Appellee^ 

Bbkjakin  Beowm,  AppeUant 
BENJAMIN  BROWN  was  attached  to  ani&wec  An  «rtkm  of 

n       1  •      <J«<*»t  wHl  not 

mto  Wmam  funer^  in  .a  plea  c»^  the  case  for  this,  lie  ag^imt   % 

purchaser  who 
to  Wit:  makes  fake  mf- 

That  whems,  on  the  7th  day  oS  Febrwfffy  1798,  ^^H^^Z^I^ 
at  Orwell,  in  the  Counly  of  Rutland^  he  the  plainUff  ^^^^ 
was  \KwboSky  possessed  of  a  certain  bay  horse ;  and  ™^^ 
ibttt,  at  the  time  and  place  aforesaid,  the  defendant 
^^licd  to  and  solicited  the  plaintiff  to  sell  to  him  the 
said  horse ;  and  did  th^  and  there  faithfully  promise 
wA  ea^ige  to  the  plaintiff,  that  he  the  defendant  was 
a  man  of  property,  and  was  the  owner  of  a  hundred 
acre  lot  or  fann<if  laid  in  CotmmUj  in  the  County 
«F  AdsUemf  adfoiniog  to  Mr.  Sperry^s  farm  in  Com* 
waU^  Bmniag  and  inlefiding,  as  the  plaintiff  avers, 
I>avid  Spern/'s  farm  in  Cornwall;  and  that  Mr. 
Sperrtfj  meaning  and  intending  the  said  David  Sper- 
rjfy  was  indebted  to  hint  the  defendant  in  a  large  sum 
of  money,  to  wit,  the  sum  of  thirty  dollars,  which  he 
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ttedefendwt  waaiA  cdKkxt  tni  Tp^r  to  Ibc  ^khlX 
in  pert  pegnnent  fat  said  hone*  And  die  pWitf 
**  xySf  that  he  relying  od  die  affirmatiaos,  pranises 
and  undertakiofiis  of  the  ddrndant  -^o  muKic  as  Ac- 
said,  nd  at  ^  special  instaaoe  and  lequeat  ^  the 
defendant)  bargained  and  sold  to  Idin  tke  said  hane 
at  and  for  a  large  price,  to  wit,  the  price  of  63  dds. 
33  cts*  no  part  of  which  sum  or  price  was  paid  fagr  die 
defendant  to  the  phinttflT;  but  tile  plaintiff;  beuigde- 
ceived  hj  and  relyii^  upon  the  fidse,  fiandakot, 
subde  and  deceitful  representations  and  promiaesof 
him  the  defendant,  made  and  entered  into  bjr  thede- 
fendant  with  a  subtle  and  crafty  intent  to  deceive,  in- 
jure and  defraud  the  plaintiff^  he  the  piaintf  took  and 
received  of  the  defendant  his  the  defendant's  proaus- 
s<My  note  fw  the  aforesaid  sum  of  63  dds.  33  cts. 
which  said  note  is  not  yet  due,  and  payaUe ;  ^tfae 
plaintiff  in  feet  says,  that  the  defendant  his  pramiw 
and  undertakings  aferesud  not  i^awiaig',  but  con- 
trifving  and  frauduiendy  iirtemfii^  craftily  and  sub- 
tlety to  deoeive  and  defraud  the  ^aialiff  in  this  be- 
half, at  the  time  of  making  and  ttUcjiiBg  into  tlie  F^ 
mises  and  undertakings  aforesjud,  was  not  dK-tMroO' 
of  any  hundred  acre  lot  or  fern  of  land  in  Gtnaifd 
aforesaid;  nor  was  the  siad  Sperry^  of  fhnmMi  in- 
debted to  die  defendant  in  die  said  sum  of  ^^f 
dollars,  or  any  partdiereof.  By  reason  whereof  the 
plaintiff  says  he  is  injured,  and  hath  been  dtfnoged  ttr 
the  amount  of  one  hundred  ddkrs,  to  twwtx'^As^ 
with  just  costs,  he  brings  sint,  8cc. 
To  this  decbration  defendant  demurred  general^' 
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Ikmid  Cfdpman.  The  plaintiff  declares  in  sub- 
stance, that  he  owned  a  horse ;  ^t  the  defendant  set  Bmwn. 
hoBfldf  up  as  a  man  of  propoty,  in  this  e^)a:iaUy,  — — - 
tint  be  owaeda  fium  near  one  Sperr$f%  m  Carnw/flif 
aad  tbMt  Sherry  owed  him  thirty  dottva,  which  should 
apply  in  part  payment  for  the  hone ;  that  relying  on 
these  professions,  the  plaintiff  vended  hb  horee,.  took 
the  defendanl's  promiasory  note  for  the  price  payable 
at  a  ftiture  day  not  yet  c<Hne,  and  then  traverses  the 
:'8  afirmations,  and  demands  a  sum  in  da- 


The  case  is  new  in  precedent,  and  novel  in  prin- 
Giple.  No  case  is  to  be  found  in  the  books,  where 
an  action  lies  agunst  a  pucchaser  for  mere  naked 
tfaottgfa  false  profesaons  in  his  own  favour,  made  to 
obtain  credit.  But  although  no  precedent  can  be 
found,  if  there  be  a  fnindple  of  law  which  will  sus- 
tain this  action,  we  will  readily  abandon  the  defence. 
But  we  ooDdend  that  it  is  new  in  prkiciple. 

The  subjects  of  the  mmdksipal  law  are  men,  not 
angels;  imh,  with  all  the  mental  powers,  and  all  the 
kifomides  incideirt  to  human  nature.  When  the 
buyer  and  seller  contract,  die  law  considers  them  as 
sucky  expects  from  them  diat  they  should  exercise 
that  portion  of  reason  and  discretion  which  men  in 
the  common  enjoyment  of  their  mental  powers  usual- 
ly possess,  and  allows  a  liberi  indulgence  to  those 
deviaitions  from  the  strict  rules  of  moral  rectitude 
whidi  men  are  excited  to  by  a  preamt,  personal  and 
prevailing  interest  The  law  expeds  that  the  vendor 
wtt  prabe  his  goods,  and  dius  endeaxrour  to  recom- 
mend dtem  to  the  purchaser ;  that  he  will  demand  a 
high  price,  though  he  knows  from  private  informa- 


J90  ADDISON  COUNTS, 

ViiiMr       tion,  that  the  article  he  proposes  to  adl  has  socUefify 
Brain.       fell  in  the  market.     On  the  other  hand,  the  law  ex- 
'  pects  that  the  buyer  wiU  cry  fumgkiy  and  endeavour 

to  beat  down  the  j»ice,  thoagh  he  knows  that  tlie 
article  he  is  about  to  purchase  is  of  greater  value  dian 
what  even  the  owner  put  upon  it,  occasioned  by  ib 
*  sudden  rise  in  the  mariLCt,  unknown  to  the  yendor; 
tjiat  if  the  purchaser  wants  a  cre<fit,  he  w91  magnify 
his  own  property  and  endeavour  to  gain  the  etrnfi- 
dence  of  the  seller  by  the  strongest  assertions  of  his 
ability  to  fulfil  his  contract.    The  conduct  of  ettfaor 
cannot  be  squared  by  the  rule  of  moral  rectitude^ 
I^t  the  law  in  such  cases  refers  them  to  their  own 
reason  and  discretion,  that  they  must  by  circomspec- 
tion  and  inquiry  guard  against  such  impoailibn,  mid 
that  the  only  impositions  in  contracts  from  wUch  the 
^    law  will  protect  either  are  such  as  common  prudence 
cannot  guard  against 

If  this  were  not  so,  perhaps  there  is  not  a  bargaiit 
made  that  might  not  be  the  subject  of  a  bw-suit 
Some  advantage  is  generally  gain^  by  one  <tf  the 
contracting  parties ;  and  if  the  courts  of  law  wiflftt 
to  consider  all  the  glosses  given  by  parties  in  nia- 
turing  a  contract,  and  assess  damages  for  every  de- 
viation from  truth,  it  would  be  putting  the  whxrfe 
(Community  under  guardiansh^),  and  avcttding  Aeir 
4pontracts  upon  die  same  principle  as  we  now  avoM 
the  contracts  of  the  infant,  the  idiot  and  the  ilMiie. 
To  shew  that  the  law  refers  contriioting  parties  (o 
their  own  discretion  and  vigilance,  and  will  not  ren- 
der redress  for  certain  impositions,  which mighthafe 
been  avoided  by  the  exercise  of  common  <JU«CfOtion9 
we  shall  cite  a  few  instances  from  Comyni^  J^ig^y 


^ 
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VoL  1.  p.  2412.  E.  4.  under  the  geaeral  head  of  actiat 

«pon  the  case  for  a  deceit.  Brown. 

This  action  does  not  lie  i^inst  him  who  seHs  — ^— — 
without  warranly,  if  the  thing  sold  had  a  visible  ma- 
ladyi  which  the  vendee  had  an  opportunity  of  disco* 
vering;  as  if  a  man  sdl  a  hcnrse  which  he  knew  to  be 
Jame,  or  that  had  splint^  spavin,  &c«  which  the  vendor 
might  pereeive  by  inspection* 

So,  if  a  man  sdl  corrupted  wine,  if  the  vendee  or 
his  servant  taste  ,a^  approve  of  it. 

If  he  sell  land  to  which  he  had  not  a  good  title, 
when  he  does  not  offer  it  to  sale,  but  the  other  prof- 
fers himself  to  be  a  purchaser. 

Nor  does  it  lie,  though  the  vendor  affirm  fidsely  of 
the  value ;  as  if  he  affirm,  that  lands  or  jewels  are  of 
so  much  value,  when  they  are  not. 

So,  if  he  affirm  falsely  of  his  right,  when  another 
has  the  possession. 

So»  if  he  affirm  that  he  was  offi9:ed  so  much  by  ji. 
for  the  thing  sold  when  he  was  not.  x 

Why  should  not  the  acticm  lie  in  these  cases  ?  Be- 
caQse  the  purchaser  had  neglected  to  exercise  com* 
mon  prudence  and  discretion.  In  BuUer^s  Msi 
PfWtf,  p*  31  •  it  is  laid  down  upon  the  authority  of 
S0ikeldy  210.  that  if  the  seller  were  out  of  possesuon 
of  the  personal  chattel  at  the  time  of  the  sale,  no  ac- 
ti«n  will  lie  against  him,  though  it  be  not  his  own^ , 
Without  an  express  warranty.  Whence  the  distinc- 
don  between  a  chattel  in  and  out  of  the  vendor's  pos- 
sessicm,  but  because  possession  is  such  an  acknow- 
ledged evidence  of  pTopexty  in  acceptance  of  law, 
that  the  purchaser  might  rationally  conclude  that  the 
property  was  in  the  vendor?   Common  discretion 
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could  not  guard  against  an  inyoftitioa  off  this  nature; 
Brawn.  b^^  ^  ^  property  is  not  in  the  posaessioQ  ci  the 
'  vendor^  no  action  for  deceit  will  lie  agaioBt  him,  though 

he  aflbms  ever  so  sokmnly  those  things  which  oii|^ 
lead  the  purchaser  to  credit  that  he  owned  it;  be- 
cause the  purchaser  in  such  caae>  in  the  exercise  of 
common  discretion,  should  have  sought  inquiiy  of 
him  who  had  the  property  actually  in  posaesaion* 

In  the  present  case,  if  my  client  boasted  of  pro- 
perty not  in  his  possesion;  if  hebraggedof  owiUDga 
farm,  and  having  a  note  due  to  him  for  thirty  or 
thirty  thousand  dollars;  the  plaintiff,  in  the  exercise 
of  common  discretion,  d^iould  have  placed  no  re- 
liance upon  these  vauntings,  or,  if  he  intended  to 
rely  upon  them  as  an  induoement  to  give  a  day  of 
payment,  he  should  have  been  £screet  enough  to 
have  made  inquiry  into  the  truth  of  them. 

A  distinction  is  however  to  be  taken  between  fabe 
affirmations  made  in  favour  of  another  to  obtain  oedit 
for  him,  and  false  affirmations  made  in  a  party's  owa 
favour.  In  the  first  instance  a  man  is  justly  dmnea- 
ble,  because  he  who  is  injured  could  not  be  guaided 
by  C(»nmon  precaution  against  such  affirmaticos,  aod 
the  law  makes  no  allowance  cm  account  of  the  per- 
sonal interest  of  the  affirmant ;  but  in  the  latter  lA- 
stance,  the  party  who  listens  to  a  false  affinnatiea 
made  by  a  person  in  his  own  favour,  is  naturalljr  fot 
upon  his  guard,  and  must  rely  for  protection  fitw 
imposition,  upon  his  own  sagacity,  or  the  informalisQB 
of  others* 

There  is  another  distinction  between  fidse  aftrma- 
tions  made  by  a  party  in  his  own  &vour,  and  fibe 
tokens.   Upon  the  same  principle,  an  action  upon  ^ 
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case  for  deceit  will  not  lie  in  favour  of  him  who  i»  Fuher 
imposed  upon  by  the  former,  but  will  lie  in  favour  of  Brown. 
him  who  is  imposed  upon  by  the  latter.  — — ^ 

We  make  these  distinctions  because  we  anticipate 
that  some  cases  may  be  produced  from  the  books 
*^  which  may  se^m  to  bear  on  the  point  in  question ; 
but  upon  investigation  they  will  be  found  to  apply 
only  to  cases  of  false  affirmation  made  in  favour  of 
another,  and  false  affirmation  accompanied  with  false 
tokens. 

But  we  have  another  exception  in  demurrer,  which     , 
goes  also  to  the  right  of  action. 

It  appears  by  the  declaration,  that  the  plaintiff  took 
a  promissory  note  of  the  defendant,  and  in  lieu  of  re- 
ceiving the  price  of  the  horse  in  hand,  or  taking  the 
note  on  demand,  gave  a  day  of  payment,  which  has 
not  yet  come.  We  contend  that  the  taking  of  the 
note  extinguished  any  equitable  and  present  demand 
which  the  plaintiff  might  have  had  for  the  price  of  the 
horse.  If  the  present  action  prevails,  what  is  to  be- 
come  of  the  promissory  note  ? 

In  all  actions  for  deceit  there  must  be  damnum  et 
injuria;  but  the  declaration  allegates  no  especial  in- 
jury. If  the  plaintiff  prevail,  what  is  to  be  the  mea- 
sure of  damages  ?  Must  they  not  be  computed  by 
the  Jears  of  the  plaintiff;  and  if  his  apprehensions 
should  prove  to  be  ill-grounded,  and  the  defendant 
should  tender  the  full  amount  of  tlie  note  on  the  dav 
of  payment,  no  injur}'^  would  certainly  be  received  by 
the  plaintiff. 

If  the  doctrine  be  correct,  that  when  a  vendor  gives 
a  day  of  payment,  and  reduces  the  contract  to  wri- 
ting, and  afterwards  discovers  that  he  has  put  too 

50 
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Fubtt       great  reliance  upon  the  aUIity  of  his  debtor,  diatbe 

Brown.       shall  have  a  right  to  avoid  the  contract,  and  rdj  on 

'■"*'""*""*"*  recovering  the  value  of  the  property  vended,  and  not 

stop  here,  but  bring  a  suit  for  damages,  grounded  on 
the  traverse  of  some  assertion  of  the  purchaser  hasdly 
and  thoughtlessly  made  before  the  conclusion  of  the 
contract,  this  would  do  away  all  the  assurance  and 
safety  of  written  contracts* 

The  time  of  payment  is  often  a  weighty  cona- 
deration  in  a  purchase.  If  I  am  to  pay  in  hand,  or 
am  ofiered  a  short  credit,  I  cannot  trade ;  but  if  I 
may  have  six  or  twelve  months,  I  may  prudently 
purchase.  But  if,  after  I  have  reduced  the  contract 
to  writing,  I  am  liable  to  be  saddled  with  a  law-soit, 
at  the  caprice  or  from  the  apprehensions  of  my  cre- 
ditor, or  because  he  may  learn  that  I  was  not  quite  » 
wealthy  as  I  had  represented  myself,  all  credit  and  all 
confidence  in  written  contracts  must  be  at  an  end. 

Therefore,  in  every  view  of  the  subject,  we  con- 
tend that  the  declaration  is  insufficient. 

ILthe  plaintiff  has  conducted  himself  immorally  io 

boastings  to  obtain  credit,  as  Lord  Kenyon  observed 

Bumf.  £5*  ^a%t^  in  the  case  of  Pasley  v.  Freeman^  "  it  is  not  tvtvj 

moral  and  social  duty,  the  neglect  of  which  is  the 
ground  of  an  action."  ITie  plaintiff  contracted  to  take 
a  promissory  note,  and  give  a  day  of  payment  for  the 
price  of  the  horse,  and  he  must  rely  on  that  contract, 
for  it  cannot  be  avoided  by  any  false  affirmations 
made  by  the  defendant  in  his  own  favour  to  accelerate 
the  contract,  unless  he  sets  forth  and  shews  some 
special  injury  sustained  as  the  direct  consequence  (A 
such  filse  professions* 
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If,  howeyer,  the  present  action  is  not  new  in  pre-  ^^ 
cedent  and  principle,  we  shall  rest  until  we  see  it  Browa 
.shewn  by  the  plaintiff's  oouoseL  ' 

Seih  Siorrs^  contra.  The  defendant  takes  two 
exceptions  in  demurrer,  both  going  to  the  ri^t  of 
action. 

First.  That  an  action  in  the  nature  of  deceit  will 
not  lie  for  any  &lse  assertion,  however  fraudulently 
intended,  which  a  man  makes  in  favour  of  Imaself, 
by  which  he  induces  another  to  give  him  credit. 

Secondly.  That  when  a  promissory  note  is  taken 
for  the  price  of  a  chattel  sold,  the  vendor,  though  ht 
may  have  been  grossly  deceived  by  the  false  and  fiau- 
dulent  affirmations  of  the  purchaser,  cannot  sustain 
an  action  of  deceit,  but  must  rely  solely  upon  his 
note,  aiui  wait  until  the  day  of  payment  mentioned  in 
the  note  before  he  brings  his  action. 

We  consider  the  present  declaration  sufficieiit,  that 
the  action  is  neither  new  in  principle  cmt  precedent 

The  general  rule  of  law  may  be  found  in  Com^^ 
Digestf  vol.  l.^p.  230.  ^'  An  acticm  upon  the  case  for 
a  deceit  lies  when  a  man  does  any  deceit  to  the  da- 
mage ofarMherJ*^ 

Lord  Kenyan^  in  rendering  judgment  in  the  case 
of  Pasley  and  another  against  Freeman^  Dumjbrd  &? 
EaH^  vol.  3«  p.  64.  after  quoting  this  rule,  observed, 
*^  that  he  fbund  it  laid  down  by  Chief  Baron  Comyns, 
that  it  was  true  he  had  not  cited  any  authority  for 
this  opinion,  but  his  (the  Chief  Baron's)  opinion  was 
of  great  authority,  since  he  was  considered  by  his 
ootemporaries  as  the  most  able  lawyer  in  JFestmimter 
Hall.'^ 
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Fisher  In  that  case,  though  not  strictly  in  point  with  die 

Bown.       present,  we  find  it  decided,  that  a  false  affirmadon 

""""■""""^  made  by  the  defendant  with  intent  to  defraud  the 

plaintiff,  whereby  the  plaintiff  receives  damage,  is  the 
ground  of  an  action  upon  the  case  in  the  nature  of 
deceit,  even  where  the  defendant  had  no  interest  in 
the  deceit,  or  had  colluded  with  another  who  had. 

And  wherever  we  find  a  false  affirmation  with  an 
intent  to  defraud,  and  damages  consequentially  re- 
ceived, there  this  action  well  lies. 

Therefore  we  find  in  Comyns*  Digest^  vol.  !•  p« 
236.  which  author,  as  our  opponent  has  cited  to  shew 
where  the  action  will  not  lie,  we  shall  cite  to  shew 
where  it  will. 

If  a  man  by  a  false  affirmation  of  a  thing  within  his 
knowledge  deceive  in  the  sale  of  goods,  as  if  a  ta- 
vemer  sell  wine  for  sound  and  good  which  he  knows 
to  be  corrupt.    1  Roll.  90.  1.  30.  2  Roll.  5. 

So,  if  the  seller  say  that  they  are  the  goods  of  A* 
which  he  has  authority  to  sell,  when  they  are  the 
goods  of  another,  though  it  is  not  averred  that  he 
knew  them  to  be  the  goods  of  la  stranger.  1  Roll.  91* 
I.  5. 

So,  if  he  sell  a  horse,  affirming  him  to  have  been 
his  horse  from  a  colt,  when  he  was  not.  1  RoU.  91« 
1.  10. 

So,  if  a  man  by  a  false  affirniance  of  a  thing  within 
his  knowledge,  procure  a  fact  to  be  done  which  other- 
wise  would  not  be  done.  Ibid.  p.  237.  A.  10. 

So,  if  a  woman  give  a  man  blanda  verba  aquipol- 
lentia  to  a  promise  of  marriage,  whereby  she  obtains 
from  him  presents  and  other  services.  Cro.  Eliz.  79* 
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We  ccMisider  the  principle  which  governed  all  Fisher 
these  decisions,  to  be  the  same  on  which  we  now  Brown, 
rely,  

To  wit,  that  there  had  been  false  affirmations  made 
with  intent  to  defraud,  and  damages  had  ensued. 

That  the  defendant  made  false  affirmations  in  the 
present  case,  is  confessed  by  the  demurrer.  Were 
they  not  with  an  intent  to  defraud?  It  is  obvious 
Uiey  were  made  to  induce  the  plaintiff  to  part  with  his  . 
property  on  credit,  which  he  would  not  otherwise 
have  done. 

Has  there  not  been  damage  and  injury  sustained 
by  the  plaintiff?  It  is  said  we  have  alleged  no  espe- 
cial injury  in  the  declaration.  The  rule  of  law  is, 
where  the  facts  set  forth  in  a  declaration  shew  prima 
facte  an  injury,  none  need  especially  to  be  set  forth. 
So,  in  an  action  for  slanderous  words,  to  say  of  a  man 
he  is  a  thief  or  a  murderer,  that  he  robbed  A.  on  the 
highway,  or  ravished  D.  carnaliter^  no  per  quod  is 
necessary.  And  why?  Because,  as  in  the  present 
case,  the  common  perception  of  mankind  sees  in  the 
facts  stated,  that  if  true  there  has  been  an  injury  sus- 
tained. 

It  is  said  the  action  will  not  lie  for  these  false  af- 
firmations, because  these  were  mere  blanda  verbtc 
used  in  maturing  the  contract :  but  we  read,  that 
when  a  man  falselv  affirmed  that  he  owned  a  horse 
from  a  colt,  the  action  lay ;  and  that  case  is  not  so 
strong  as  the  present. 

It  is  said  that  the  exercise  of  common  discretion 
would  have  guarded  the  plaintiff^  against  imposition, 
and  therefore  the  acticm  will  not  lie ;  but  in  the  cases- 
cited)  and  many  others  familiar  to  the  profession  in 


398  ADDISON  COUNTY, 


•H«i 


rifher  the  books,  common  discretioa  and  vigilaiice,  k  would 
Brown.  Seem,  might  have  guarded  the  purchaser  as  securely 
"■*""*"■""  as  in  die  present  case ;  at  least  in  all  the  cases  ex* 
cepting  that  quoted  by  Comym  fixnn  Cro*  Ehz.  79. 
for  it  is  notorious,  that  when  a  man  goes  alMxnd  to 
effect  a  contract  of  that  delicate  nature,  he  generally 
leaves  his  discretion  at  home# 

It  is  also  said,  that  no  action  for  deceit,  groimded 
on  false  affirmations  made  in  a  man's  own  favoufi 
will  lie,  but  that  the  cases  in  the  books  are  upon 
false  affirmations  made  in  favour  of  another,  or  ac- 
companied with  false  tokens. 

But  this  goes  abreast  of  the  doctrine  just  read 
^^  If  a  man  by  a  false  affirmation  of  a  thing  within 
his  knowledge  procure  a  fact  to  be  done,  the  action 
lies." 

This  is  our  case.  The  defendant  falsely  affirmed 
respecting  his  own  property,  and  procured  a  fact  to 
be  dane^  tliat  is,  lie  obtained  credit,  and  a  long  day  of 
payment  by  it. 

Indeed  it  is  very  difficult  to  distinguish  either  as 
to  the  immorality  or  the  injury  between  a  lie  told  to 
obtain  credit  for  another,  or  a  falsehood  affirmed  to 
procure  a  day  of  pa}ment  for  the  liar  himself.  If 
there  is  any  distinction  in  morals,  a  lie  told  in  a  man's 
own  favour,  to  further  his  own  immediate  interest,  is 
of  a  baser  nature  than  that  told  disinterestedly  in 
favour  of  a  diird  person.  But  the  effect  and  injury 
are  the  same.  It  can  be  of  no  in^x>rt  to  me  whether 
I  am  induced  to  part  with  my  prqierty  upon  a  long 
and  doubtful  credit  to  the  liar  himself,  or  to  another 
conceming  whom  he  has  lied,  or  whether  I  have  been 
deceived  by  false  tokens  or  &lae  speeches. 
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But  it  is  objected,  that  we  arc  precluded  from  any  Fi»h« 
action  until  the  day  of  payment  airives,  and  demand  Brown. 
is  made  upon  the  note.  *  — — — — 

We  shall  shew,  that  where  any  security  for  money 
is  made,  br  any  other  act  is  procured  to  be  done  by 
fJEdse  affirmations  made  with  intent  to  defraud,  upon 
the  discovery  of  the  fraud,  the  transactions  which 
were  produced  by  them  are  considered  as  null  in  law, 
and  the  party  injured  may  have  action  for  the  deceit, 
or  resort  to  those  rights  which  he  only  ostensibly 
parted  with,  and  seek  his  original  remedy  in  the  same 
manner  as  if  such  fraud  had  not  been  practised. 

The  case  of  Hogan  v.  Shee^  Espinasse^s  Cases  at  -D«j^» 
NisiPrius^  vol.  2.  p.  522, 523.  was  an  action  of  assump* 
sit  for  money  had  and  received,  plea  of  non  assumpsit^ 
and  was  brought  to  recover  a  sum  of  100/.  which  had 
been  given  by  the  defendant  to  the  plaintiff  as  a  con- 
aderation  for  the  defendant's  procuring  for  his  bro- 
ther  the  place  of  a  cadet  in  the  service  of  the  East- 
In(Ra  Company,  which  he  had  undertaken  to  do. 

The  defendant  had  given  a  note  by  which  he  pro- 
mised to  repay  that  sum  within  three  months,  in  case 
he  did  not  procure  the  place  within  the  time  limited* 

The  plaintiff  having  discovered  the  deception^ 
brought  his  action  immediately ^  without  waiting  for 
the  three  months  to  be  expired. 

The  objection  to  the  action  was,  that  it  ^vas  not 
maintainable  till  after  the  three  months  were  ex- 
pired. 

Lord  Kenyon  ruled,  that  it  -was  then  maintainable^ 
and  said  he  had  ruled  so  on  other  occasions  in  the 
case  of  goods  sold  on  credit ;  in  which  case,  if  it  ap- 
peared that  there  had  been  any  fraud  on  the  part  of 
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Fisher       the  buycr,  though  the  time  of  credit  was  not  ex- 
Broilm.       pired,  he  was  of  opinion  that  the  party  might  consi- 

-'-''''—-  der  t/ie  credit  as  void^  and  proceed  immediately  for 

the  recovery  of  the  money.  The  plaintiff  had  a 
verdict. 

Da/t  edit  p.       In  the  case  of  De  Symom  v.  Minckwicky  same  re- 

porter  and  volume,  p.  430,  431.  one  part  of  the  de- 
fence was,  that  the  action  was  brought  before  the 
time  given  for  credit  was  expired.  Eyre^  Chief  Jus- 
tice, observed,  "  that  if  the  defendant  meant  to  im- 
pose  on  or  defraud  the  vendor  of  his  goods,  the  de- 
fence will  not  avail.  But  tho^e  are  circumstances 
for  the  consideration  of  the  Jury  only,  to  whom  he 
left  it."  The  Jury  (which  was  a  special  one)  found  a 
verdict  for  the  defendant. 

Lord  Kenyon^s  opinion,  which  was  supported  by 
all  the  Judges  present,  in  the  case  of  Puckford  v. 
Maxwell,  Durnford  £sP  East^  vol.  6.  p.  52  and  53, 
confirms  the  doctrine. 

"  The  defendants,  having  been  arrested  for  80/. 
on  a  testatum  capias  into  Surry ^  gave  to  the  plaintiflf 
a  draft  for  45/.  saying  it  would  be  immediately  paid, 
and  agreed  to  meet  the  plaintiff  a  few  days  afterwards 
to  settle  the  remainder  of  the  debt ;  on  which  the 
plaintiff  agreed  that  the  defendant  should  be  dis- 
charged out  of  custody.  The  draft  was  dishonoured, 
the  defendant  having  no  effects  in  the  hands  of  the 
di'awee.  Whereupon  the  defendant  was  again  ar- 
rested on  the  same  affidavit  on  a  testatum  capias  into 
Middlesex.  A  rule  having  been  obtained  calling  on 
the  plaintiff  to  shew  cause  why  the  defendant  should 
not  be  discharejed  out  of  custody, 
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Erskmef  in  support  of  the  rule,  principally  reliedi       FUher 
that  the  plaintiff  having  agreed  to  accept  this  bill  ia       Brown. 
part  payment  of  the  debt,  could  not,  merely  because  — *— — * 
the  bill  was  dishonoured,  treat  the  transaction  as  a 
nuiliiyf  and  arrest  the  defendant  a  second  time,  there 
being  no  fraud  in  the  transaction. 

Lord  Kenyan^  Ch.  J.  In  cases  of  this  kind,  if  the 
bill  which  is  given  in  payment  do  not  turn  out  to  be 
productive,  it  is  not  that  which  it  purports  to  be,  and 
which  the  party  receiving  it  expects  it  to  be,  and 
therefore  he  may  consider  it  a  nullity,  and  act  as  if  no 
such  bill  had  been  given  at  alL 

These  questions  have  freqoendy  arisen  at  Nisi 
PriuSf  where  they  have  always  been  determined  the 
same  way.  I  remember  one  in  particular**  a  few 
years  ago,  where  a  rider  in  the  country  gave  a  draft 
on  a  person  in  London^  with  whom  he  had  no  connec- 
tion whatever  %  and  it  was  admitted  on  aU  hands  that 
it  ought  to  be  considered  as  if  no  bill  had  been  given 
at  all,  and  that  the  original  debt  remained  in  force« 
Our  case  is  mudi  stronger.  We  contend  that  the 
whole  transaction  was  fraudulent  in  the  defiendant, 
and  it  is  so  set  forth  in  the  declaration ;  but  if  some 
doubts  of  this  should  arise,  the  declaration  is  not  de- 
murrable; but,  as  in  the  case  of  De  Symonds  v. 
Minckwichf  it  should  h%  left  for  the  consideration  of 
the  Jury. 

The  cases  cited  by  Mr.  Chipman  from  Comyns^ 
Digest  do  not  apply.  They  are  cases  of  falsity  with- 
out warranty^  But  in  the  case  in  question  the  af- 
'firmadons  of  the  defendant  were  in  the  nature  of  war- 
ranty. The  pl^tiff  relied  upon  the  false  affirmations 
pi  the  defendant  that  he  was  a  landholder,  and  had  a 
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Fisiiei-        debt  due  to  him ;  and  the  defendant  thereby  warrant* 

V.      . 

Brown.  ed  his  ability  to  pay  the  contents  of  the  note.  When 
the  discovery  was  made,  he  sought  redress  for  the 
injury  received.  The  note  taken  through  fraud 
being  a  nullity  in  law,  the  plaintiff  might  have  either 
resorted  to  an  action  to  recover  the  value  of  the  horse, 
or  have  brought  his  action  on  the  case  in  theaiature 
of  deceit.    He  has  elected  the  latter. 

If,  however,  there  be  any  rule,  any  case,  any  dc- 
cision  found,  which  might  seem  to  be  against  the 
present  right  of  action,  I  shall  conclude  with  quoting 

Bumf,  nf  Eatt,  ^^  words  of  Judge  Ashliurst^  in  the  case  of  PasUy  v. 

vol.  3.  p. 62.      Freeman.    "  I  should  not  hesitate  to  say  that  itcouM 

not  be  law,  for  I  have  so  great  a  veneration  for  the  law 
as  to  suppose  that  nothing  can  be  law  which  is  not 
founded  in  common  sense  or  common  honesty." 

Samuel  Miller y  on  the  same  side.  I  shall  content 
myself  by  adding  to  the  pertinent  observations  of  my 
brother  Storr  a  case  from  Williams^  JbridgmenU 
vol.  1.  p.  124.  which  shews,  tliat  when  fraud  is  dis- 
covered, the  seller  mav  abandon  the  contract,  and 
seek  his  remedy  on  the  deceit. 

The  custom  of  the  city  of  London  authorises  an 
attachment  for  better  security,  and  it  would  be  wdl 
if  the  same  practice  was  adopted  here  to  prevent  the 
pernicious  effects  of  such  deceitful  representations  as 
are  allegated  in  our  declaration. 

If  wc  could  find  no  precedent  in  point,  we  all  Vnovf 
of  the  principle  which  v»  ill  sustain  this  action,  even 
that  great  object  of  the  law  which  is  to  protect  the 
honest  and  unwary  from  the  impositions  of  theartiUJ 
and  immoral.     In  pursuance  of  this  principle?  ^ 
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case  of  Pttsley  v.  Freeman  was  decided.  Lord  Ken-  ^'^^^^ 
yon  there  observed,  "  that  all  laws  stand  on  the  best  Broun. 
and  broadest  basis  which  go  to  enforce  moral  and  so- 
cial duties ;  that  it  was  contended  in  that  action,  that 
it  could  not  be  maintained  for  telling  a  naked  lie,  but 
that  proposition  was  to  be  taken  sub  modo.  If  indeed 
no  injury  is  occasioned  by  the  lie  it  is  not  actionable, 
but  if  it  be  attended  with  damage,,  it  then  becomes 
the  subject  of  an  action." 

If,  therefore,  which  we  do  not  concede,  our  action 
has  not  the  crutches  of  precedent  to  rest  upon,  it  is 
firmly  bottomed  upon  the  broad  basis  of  morality. ' » 

To  the  eye  of  legal  science,  our  declaration  may 
possibly  appear-  insufficient.  But  to  give  it  support 
will  be  doing  what  in  the  plain  language  of  common 
justice  is  right  between  man  and  man. 

Mr.»  Chipman  arose  to  reply,  but  was  stopped  by 
the  Court.   ' 

Per  Curiam.  When  we  read  the  copies  of  this 
case  at  our  chambers,  we  felt  desirous,  if  possible,  to 
support  this  declaration.  We  had  recourse  to  the 
authorities  read,  and  to  others  which  we  considered 
might  bear  upon  the  subject,  and  endeavoured  to  ex- 
cite our  recollection  to  cases  already  decided  in  this 
State.  But  as  Judges,  we  are  not  to  permit  even  the 
moral  sense  to  induce  us  to  exalt  ourselves  into  le^ 
gislators.  We  sit  here  to  declare  the  existing  and 
not  to  create  new  laws. 

The  conduct  of  the  defendant,  as  exhibited  in  the 
declaration,   is  hiojhly  reprehensible;  and  if  precc- 
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tctiotii  which  the  plaintilF  would  not  have  had  m  the  Fkber 
former  case.  In  both  cases  the. plaintiff  should  have  Brown. 
been  equally  and  sufficiently  discreet  to  make  the  - 

proper  inquiries  kX  others  before  he  credited  a  stran- 
ger ;  for  both  the  general  and  particular  affirmations 
of  the  purchaser  stand  on  the  same  ground,  and  re- 
solve  into  the  inquiry,  whether  he  who  lelies  on  any 
naked  assertions  of  a  stranger  made  in  hiB  own  fa- 
vour, unaccompanied  by  false  tokens  as  an  indace- 
Bient  to  give  him  credit,  has  suffered  sudi  an  impo- 
sition ^s  common  prudence  could  not  guard  against* 

It  may  be  observed,  that  the  contract  set  forth  in 
the  declaration  was  in  Orwell^  and  the  farm  which 
the  defendant  affirmed  that  he  owned,  and  the  person 
who  owed  him,  were  said  by  him  to  be  in  Carmvally 
a  town  in  the  vicinity,  and  in  this  case  tt  reduces  the 
point  in  question  to  tlits ;  whether  the  law  will  give 
redress  for  every  imposition,  however  gross  and 
however  readily  and  easily  avoided ;  aiid  the  old  and 
rational  doctrine  of  due  discretion,  diligence  and  vi- 
gilance in  contracting  parties  shall  be  done  away  ? 

The  Court  consider  further,  that  some  special  da-  i„  ^^  .^^^  ^f 
mage  should  have  been  allegated  in  the  declaration ;  ^^^^J^  *  ^"^ 
but  we  will  not  enlarge  upon  this  point;  for  as  this  *^***.  ^*™?5^ 
does  not  go  to  the  right  of  action,  it  might  have  been  •«««<i  in  the  dc- 

.  ,  clantion. 

cured  by  jeofails.  * 

The  second  exception  in  demurrer  we  consider  as  if  »  credit 
iatal.  The  doctrine  laid  down  hy  Et^re,  Chief  Jus-  S^^" ''ubie.''" 
lice,  in  the  case  of  Be  Symom  v.  Minckwich,  is  re-  S„g^;^  p^^^ 
coQfnised  by  this  Court ;  that  if  the  credit  given  was  ^^  ^^  original 

<^  J  o  eontractyitmay 

voluntary,  subsequent  to,  and  not  making  any  part  »^  *"y  ^m«  ^ 

if  it  make  any 
part  of  the  ongin.il  contract,  it  is  so  material  a  part  of  it,  that  if  an  action  be  brought 
Yvithin  the  time  limited  for  the  credit,  it  cannot  legally  be  supported,  unless  it  was  not 
a  konafide  purchase  by  the  vwidec 
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Fither       of  the  original  contract,  it  certainly  might  at  any  time 

Brown.       be  retracted.    But  if  it  made  part  of  the  contract,  it 

-  is  so  material  a  part  of  it.  that  if  the  action  be  brought 

within  the  time  limited  for  credit,  it  cannot  legaUly 

be  supported,  unless  it  was  not  a  bona  fide  purchase 

at  the  time  by  the  vendee. 

It  is  said,  whether  bona  fide  purchase  or  not,  is  not 
the  subject  of  demurrer,  but  should  be  left  to  the 
Jury.  This  depends  on  the  form  of  the  declaration. 
If  the  declaration  does  not,  as  in  the  present  case, 
negate  the  fairness  of  the  purchase,  no  issue  can  be 
carved  out  of  it,  embracing  this  question. 

t 

Judgment,  that  declaration  is  insufficient. 

Seth  Storr  and  Samuel  Miller ,  for  plaintiff. 
Daniel  Chipman  and  Loyal  Casey  •  for  defendant. 
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Zalmon  Booth  against  Azariah  Tousey. 

ACTION  on  book  account.  where  three 

-     -  111^  J   auditors    have 

Judgment  to  account  entered  at  the  last  term ;  and  been  appointed 
Enoch  IToodbridge,  Esquire,  Argalus  Harmon^  and  audit^thelbook 
Belden  Seymour,  appointed  auditors  to  examine  and  pSSS!  and  re- 
adjust  the  accounts  between  the  parties,  and  report  at  [^^  "  ™^m^ 

this  term.  **l«  Court  will 

admit  parol  tes- 

And  now  Enoch  fFbodbrid^e  and  Arscaltis  Har-  tjmonytoshew 

**  ^  that  the  parties 

mon  reported,  that  they  had  been  legally  sworn,  that  agreed  to  pro- 

-,-         .«,-  .  ri-  11  n  cecd  before  the 

they  had  notified  the  parties  of  the  time  and  place  of  two  reporting 
their  sitting,  who  appeared  before  them  and  exhibited  absence  of  the 
their  accounts,  which  they  had  examined,  and  after  S^^Scirl«?* 

port. 
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Bootk  hearing  the  evidence  adduced,  they  found  due  to  the 

TouMy.  plaintiff  58  dols.  25  cts.  being  the  balance  of  their 

'  book  accounts. 


I 


Josias  Smithy  for  tlie  defendant,  moved  to  set  aside 
this  report,  because  one  of  the  auditors,  to  wit,  Bel- 
den  Seymour  J  had  not  attended  to  examine  the  book 
accounts  of  the  parfies. 

jinfos  Marshy  for  the  plahitiff,  replied,  that  before 
the  meeting  of  the  auditors,  the  parties  had  agreed 
to  proceed  to  the  audit  before  the  two  attesting  au- 
ditors, in  the  absence  of  the  third. 

Josias  Smith.  The  statute  empowers  the  Court  to 
appoint  one  or  more  judicious  and  disinterested  men 
as  auditors.  After  the  Court  have  elected  the  num- 
ber, and  the  rule  has  been  made  out  and  delivered  to 
the  party,  the  statute  makes  no  provision  for  a  port  of 
them  in  any  case  to  proceed  to  the  audit. 

But  it  is  suggested,  that  the  presence  of  one  was 
dispensed  with  by  the  parties,  who  agreed  to  proceed 
before  the  remaining  two.  It  is  true,  the  maxim 
that  consent  will  take  away  error  ought  to  be  carried 
to  a  liberal  extent ;  but  then  this  consent  should  be 
made  properly  to  appear  to  the  Court.  The  Court 
cannot  know  it  from  the  mere  suggestion  of  the 
party.  It  should  in  some  mode  be  spread  on  the 
record,  either  by  being  entered  on  the  rule  over  the 
signatures  of  the  parties,  or  noticed  by  the  sitting 
auditors  in  their  report,  and  not  proved  by  parol  tes* 
timony.  Report  accepted* 

jim&s  Marshy  for  plaintiff. 
Josiafi  Smithy  for  defendant* 


-^ 
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Gould 

V. 

Webfcter. 


Edward  Gould  against  William  Wbbster. 


m^ 


TRESPASS  guare  clausum  fregit^  for  breaking  a  leue  mada 
and  entering  the  plaintiff's  close  in  Ferrisburghy  con-  during  ^'^. 
taining  twenty  acres  of  meadow,  ten  acres  of  arable,  k^' insight  of 
and  ten  acres  of  pasture  land,  described  as  the  ^hich  *^  hid 
westerly  part  of  Lot  No.  129.  drawn  to  the  original  ^^®°^^^ 
right  of  Henry  Davisy  and  there  doing  damage  on  the  »*" »  P'ior  mar- 
1st  of  June,  1800,  with  a  continuando  to  the  1st  of  enure  against 

the  woman  af* 
September  following.  ter  a  divorce  a 

General  issue  joined,  and  put  to  the  Jury.  ^i%jrtmw 

be  considered 
iub  nwdo  so  far 

It  was  conceded,  that  the  lands  described  in  the.  JJ^  bwoiStel 
declaration  were,  on  the  21st  December.  1795,  by  the  ?•"* »"  ^  '"^" 

'    ^  »  »     ^  blements,  upon 

commissioners  under  the  probate,  set  off  as  dower  to  the  determina- 

tion  of  the  lease 

Mart/y  the  widow  of  one  Benajah  fVebstety  in  whom  by  the  divorce. 

the  fee  was  at  his  decease ;  that  the  widow  went  iqto 

possession,  and  so  continued  until  her  marriage  with 

JFUliam  Stockman:   that  during  the  coverture,  to 

wit,  on  the  10th  of  August ^  1799,  Stockman  leased 

the  land  to  .the  plaintiff  by  written  lease ;  that  before 

the  expiration  of  the  term,  to  wit,  in  January ^  1800, 

Stockman  and  wife  were  divorced  a  vinculo  matri- 

manUy  and  after  the  divorce  the  entry  was  made  and 

the  crops  taken  by  the  defendant,  who  justified  as 

the  servant  of  Mary^ 

The  question  now  made  upon  objection  to  the 
lease  bein^  read  in  evidencCi  is,  whether  the  lease 
executed  by  William  Stockman  shall  enure  against 
the  woman  after  the  divorce, 
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t^ottid  »4mos  Marsh.    We  object  to  the  shewing  of  this 

Webster,      lease  in  evidence.    We  consider  it  as  void.     All  the 
"~""^  interest  William  Stockman  ever  had  to  the  lands  in 
question  was  acquired  by  the  marriage  and  termi- 
nated whh  the  divorce. 

In  analogous  ca$es  we  find  it  laid  down  as  hw^ 
^*  that  if  tenatit  in  dower  or  by  the  curtesy  makes  ^ 
lease  for  years,  reserving  rent,  and  die,  tfus  lease  is 
abstdutely  determined;  so  that  no  acceptance  by  the 
heir,  or  those  in  reversion,  can  make  it  good.  For 
though  their  estate  is  quadammodo  a  continuance  of 
the  estate  of  the  husband  or  wife,  yet  it  is  a  con-, 
tinuance  of  it  only  for  life,  and  they  have  no  povver 
to  contract  for  or  interfere  with  the  inheritance, 
and  consequently  their  leases  or  charges  fell  off  vrith 
the  estate  whereout  they  were  derived,  and  the  lessee 
|ias  become  tenant  by  sufferance  by  his  continuance 
of  possession  after."  *'  \ 

So,  in  case  of  tenant  for  Kfe,  he  can  make  no  leases 
to  continue  longer  than  his  own  life.  Bacvn^s  Abridge 
fnentj  vol.  4.  p.  126. 

A  divorce  a  vinculo  matrimonii  operates  a  civil 
(}eath  to  the  conjugal  pair  as  husband  and  wife,  and 
should  have  the  same  operation  in  law  in  all  its  con- 
sequences as  a  natural  deatli. 

Josias  Smithy  contra.  It  cannot  be  controverted, 
that  our  lessor,  fFilliam  Stockman,  at  the  time  of  the 
executing  the  lease,  had  full  power  to  make  it,  and 
that  the  lease  would  have  been  in  force  until  the  ex- 
piration  of  the  term,  if  the  divorce  had  not  inter- 
vened. We  consider  the  interest  of  Mary  ffebstep, 
in  these  lands  by  her  intermarriage  with   fTilRqp 
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Packman  so  vested  in  bim  tliat  he  had  power  without       oouid 
her  aid  to  lease  them,  and  his  lease,  the  term  being     Webster. 
not  expired,  must  operate  beyond  the  divorce.  — — — 

The  law  looks  upon  the  husband  and  wife  as  one 
Jierson,  and  therefore  allows  but  one  will  between 
them,  which  is  planed  in  the  husband  as  the  fittest 
and  ablest  to  provide  for  and  govern  the  family.  He 
has  an  absolute  power  over  her  personal,  and  a  quali- 
fied power  over  her  real  estate.  A  distinction  is 
however  here  to  be  taken  between  real  estate  which 
the  wife  holds  in  her  own  right  in  fee,  and  that  in* 
terest  in  land  which  she  herself  held*  at  the  time  of 
her  marriage,  not  of  inheritance,  but  for  a  term.  In 
the  former  case  she  must  join  with  her  baron  in  a 
deed  to  pass  the  fee,  or  to  make  a  lease,  which  shall 
not  determine  by  the  dissolution  of  the  coverture. 

In  the  latter  case,  the  husband  may  execute  the 
lease  alone,  and  it  shall  enure  beyond  the  coverture ; 
for  the  ivife's  interest  in  the  lands  is  but  a  mere  chat- 
tel interest,  and  subject,  with  her  personal  estate,  U> 
the  control  of  the  husband.  Mary  Stockman^  there- 
fiEire,  by  her  marriage  with  William  Siockmarij  sub- 
jected  the  lands  iaquestion  to  the  absolute  control  of 
lier  husband,  and  the  lease  made  by  him  during  the 
ooverture  is  valid. 

We  observe  further,  that  the  law  is  careful  that  the 
lessees  of  those  who  hold  lands  dependent  on  cootin- 
genciea,  shall  not  suffer  by  those  events  against  which 
^mmcm  foresight  cannot  guard. 

If  tenant  by  dower,  curtesy,  or  for  life,  after  havii^ 
made  a  lease  and  reserved  rent,  die  before  the  ex- 
poration  of  the  term,  the  tenant  shall  have  his  embler 
menta.     Surely  no  human   prudence  could   haw 
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.  Oottid  guarded  against  a  divorce.  If,  therefore,  the  lease 
Webster,  was  determined  by  the  divorce,  the  defendant,  as  the 
servant  of  Mary  Stockman^  cannot  justify  the  takings 
the  crops  or  emblements. 

But  if  the  interest  of  our  lessor  Stockman  in  the 
lands  was  destroyed  by  the  divorce,  it  does  not  fol- 
low that  the  lease  is  destroyed.  We  learn  from  the 
books,  that  a  man  makes  a  lease  of  lands  holden  by 
him  in  the  right  of  his  wife,  in  whom  the  fee  is^  and 
dies,  yet  if  the  widow,  or  even  her  second  husband, 
accepts  rent,  the  lease  shall  enure  in  favour  of  the 
tenant  in  possession  to  the  'expiration  of  the  term. 
Maty  Stockman^  in  lieu  of  inciting  the  defendant  to 
a  trespass,  should,  upon  the  dissolution  of  her  mar- 
riage by  the  divorce,  have  given  notice  to  the  plaintiff, 
who  would  readily  have  attorned  to  her.  Her  in- 
terest  in  the  land,  if  any  existed  surely  could  not 
justify  a  trespass. 

^mos  Marsh.  The  question  now  before  the  Court 
is  of  magnitude.  If  a  divorce  a  vinculo  matrimom 
does  not  restore  to  a  woman  all  the  estate  she  held  to 
lands  in  her  own  right  at  the  time  of  the  marriage, 
and  the  husband  during  the  coverture  may  carve 
such  an  estate  out  of  them  by  durable  leases  as  may 
utterly,  defeat  her  interest,  then  every  man  who  mar- 
ries a  widow  endowed  may  dispose  of  her  estate  in 
dower  at  will,  without  her  consent  and  act ;  and  this 
would  be  in  opposition  to  the  statute,  which  declares, 
that  ''no  real  estate,  of  which  a  woman  shall  be  seised, 
shall  pass  by  deed  of  herself  and  baron,  unless  the 
deed  be  acknowtedged  by  her  apart  from  her  hus- 
band."   Will  it  be  contended,  that  the  husband  has 
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the  right  alone  to  make  a  long  lease,  which  may  as       ^'^ 
completely  defeat  the  woman's  right  as  a  deed  pass-      Webster, 
ing  the  fee,  and  thus  avoid  the  statute  ?  .^— — 

It  is  said  the  husband  might  make  a  lease  of  those 
hnds  which  shall  now  enure  after  the  divorce,  be- 
cause her  estate  in  them  was  a  chattel  interest.  Mr. 
Smith  does  not  speak  here  with  his  accustomed 
accuracy.  Estates  for  years,  by  statute  merchant  or 
statute  staple,  elegit^  or  the  like,  are  chattels  realy  not 
in  dower,  which  is  an  estate  for  life. 

But  it  seems  to  be  contended,  that  though  the  hus- 
band's interest  in  this  lease  may  be  destroyed  by  the 
divorce,  yet  it  must  remain  in  force  as  relative  to  the 
tenant,  who,  it  is  said,  would  on  application  have  at-  • 
tomed  to  Mary. 

But  if  he  had  failed  to  render  rent,  would  an  action 
have  lain  upon  this  lease  ?  In  whose  name  should  it 
liave  been  brought.  After  the  attornment,  what 
would  have  been  the  situation  of  the  tenant  ?  If  the 
lease  contained  covenants  to  be  performed  on  the 
part  of  the  lessor,  upon  the  breach  of  those  covenants 
who  should  the  lessee  prosecute  ?  If  he  brought  his 
action  against  William  Stockman^  he  would  plead  that 
the  lease  was  extinguished  by  the  divorce,  and  the 
covenants  abandoned  by  the  attornment.  If  against 
Mary  J  she  would  plead  non  est  factum. 

Is  not  the  doctrine  of  attornment  almost  obsolete 
in  'England  ?  In  this  State  have  we  ever  adopted  it 
excepting  in  cases  of  tenancy  at  Will  or  at  sufferance  ? 
When  attornment  is  made  by  tenant  for  years  under 
a  lease,  the  lease  is  assigned  under  hand  and  seal,  and 
a  formal  entry  made  on  the  lease  of  the  tenant's  at- 
tomment^  with  an  acknowledgment  of  the  payment 
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Gouki  of  some  part  of  the  rent  Tlie  present  dificuhies  ar^ 
Webiter.  then  avoided.  The  assignee  in  such  case  cannol 
'*'*~"""~"  plead  non  est  factum^  for  he  has  made  himself  a  con- 
tracting party  to  the  lease.  The  tenant  cannot  re^se 
to  render  rent,  for  he  is  estopped  by  the  attornment. 
But  this  c^  opiy  be  effected  where  the  lessor  ^ssi^is 
the  lease  or  passes  the  lands  to  another,  ^nd  delivers 
over  the  lease  with  the  deed.  Before  a  tenant  can 
safely  attorn,  he  must  have  plenary  evidence  exhibit- 
ed to  him  in  writing  of  the  consent  of  the  lessor.  But 
Mary  Stockman  never  was  in  possession  of  this  lease, 
oould  shew  no  assignment,  and  cpuld  de^mand  no  at- 
tornment. 

.  It  is  begging  the  question  to  ssqt,  that  we  cannot 
justify  a  trespass  done  in  pursuance  of  her  directions. 
We  do  not  assume  to  justify  a  trespass,  but  the  ques- 
tion is,  whether  trespass  or  not.  If  her  right  of  entry- 
was  not  tolled  by  the  lease,  it  is  no  trespass. 

By  the  Court.  The  Court  consider  the  operation 
of  a  divorce  a  vinculo  matrimonii  to  l^,  to  restore  to 
the  woman  her  interest  entire  in  all  the  real  estate 
which  the  husband  held  in  her  right  l^y  the  intermar- 
riage, and  which  by  their  joint  act  had  not  been  le- 
gally conveyed  during  the  coverture. 

The  tenant,  under  a  lease  made  by  the  husband 
during  the  coverture,  shall  not  suffer  by  the  unex- 
pected dissolution  of  the  marriage  by  the  divorce, 
but  shall  be  secured  in  his  crops  or  emblements,  and 
shall  have  egress  and  regress  for  that  purpose.  For 
this  l)eing  an  action  of  trespass  on  the  freehold,  the 
vhole  turns  upon  the  right  of  entry,  and  the  Court 
}Uuce  the  tenant  under  the  husband's  leases  oiado 
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during  the  coverture,  after  the  divorce,  in  the  same       Couid 
situation,  as  it  respects  the  wotnaft  divorced,  as  the      \ircbstcr. 
tenant  would  be  placed  with  respett  to  the  heirs  at  — —— — 
law  of  Benajah  H^ebster^  if  the  tenancy  in  dower  iiad 
been  extinguished  by  the  death  of  the  wife,  in  which 
case  the  lease  would  have  been  determined,  and  he 
would  have  had  his  emblements^ 

Let  the  lease  b^  read  in  evidence  sub  modo  to  shew 
that  it  once  was  m  esse  to  entitle  the  tenant  to  his  em- 
blements, but  not  to  shew  a  right  in  the  plaintiff  to 
the  possession* 

Verdict  for  the  defendant 

Josias  iSmiihf  for  the  plaintiff. 
jimos  Marshy  for  the  defendant* 


AR^ALtrs  Harmon 
against  ^ 

John  Broohe,  Esquire,  andSon« 

IN  ERROR.    This  writ  was  brought  to  reverse  as  &  gcnei-ai 
a  judgment   rendered    by  -Addison  County  Court,  win' not  in^I^ 
March  term,  1801,  in  favour  of  the  now  defendants,  21  Str""' 
'and  against  the  .plaintiff  in  error.    Among  the  errors  Ji^"JJon*V**^ 
assigned,  that  relied  upon  was,  "  that  the  County  <^o*^*- 
Court  had  taxed  costs  in  the  original  suit  at  23  dolsv 
25  cts.  whereas  by  law  the  said  County  Court  ought 
to  have  taxed  the  said  costs  at  the  sum  of  clexfcji  dol-. 
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Fiiher       lars,  in  that  they  had  taxed  travel  and  term  fees  for 
Brown.       both  the  original  plaintiffs,  for  March  and  September 
"^  term,  18()0,  and  for  March  term,  1801,  when  judg- 

ment on  default  was  entered  at  March  term,  1800, 
and  no  additional  costs  ought  to  have  been  taxed  at 
March  term,  1801. 
'      In  nulh  est  erratum  pleaded. 

The  cause  was  not  argued,  the  Court  hs^vlng  ob- 
served, that  upon  inspection  of  the  record  they  were 
persuaded  the  costs  had  been  taxed  correcdy.  But 
they  considered  it  as  a  general  principle,  that  this 
Court  would  not  in  error  judge  over  the  inferior 
Courts  in  the  taxation  of  costs ;  these  being  always 
under  the  thumb  of  the  several  Courts  below,  and 
often  regulated  by  principles  of  equity  and  the  exer- 
cise of  sound  discretion,  the  motives  to  which  will 
not  appear  on  the  record. 

Upon  this  su^estion  by  the  Court,  the  plaintiff  in 
error  moved  for  and  had  leave  to  discontinue,  with 
payment  of  costs. 

Luke  Strong  and  Amos  Marshy  for  plaintiff, . 
Loyal  Case  J  for  defendant. 
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Sute 

▼. 
J.  W. 

State  against  J.  W.  ■ 


AT  Ae  last  term,  the  defendant  was  tried  for  ^^  ^f^lt 
forgery  in  the  akeraticm  of  a  promissory  note,  Sfy  •^  v«'- 

"^    ^  r  /  jj,(jt  guilty,  the 

The  indictment  stated,  that  he  had  in. his  posses-  Comt  wiu  not 

grant  a  new 

sioQ  by  purchase  the  foUowii^  note :  trial  grounded 

on  motion  for 
new   and    ma- 

Bridpart,  Ntwember  12th,  1800.      b^I.^'S: 

For  value  received,  I  promise  to  pay  Amos  Smith  ^^  ''^ 

twenty  doUara  worth  of  stock,  by  the  first  of  October  "^^^^^ 

next,  ^Vhout  me.  STSlS* 

As  witness,  th«  priyity   of 

,  her  huabaiML 

Epkraim  Smtth. 

That  he  falsely,  wittingly,  deceitfully  and  felo^ 
akmsljr,  did  alter  or  cause  the  same  to  be  altered  by 
obliterating  the  letters  and  syBable  out  from  the  word 
without^  and  then  avers  that  the  wcutl  use  intends 
interest. 

A  second  count  charged  the  defendant  with  utter* 
ing  and  publishing  as  true,  the  same  false,  forged  and 
altered  note,  knowing  the  same  to  have  been  so 
forged  and  altered* 

The  Jury  found  him  guilty  of  the  first  count,  and 
not  guilty  of  the  seccxtid. 

At  the  same  term,  after  verdict,  the  defendant 
'^  moved  for  a  new  trial,  upon  the  ground  of  having 
since  the  trial  (discovered  new  and  material  evidence* 

His  motion  was  accompanied  with  his  own  affi- 
davit and  that  of  ./ff  a  iS^cm^,  who  testified,  **  that  he 
was  present  at  the  trial,  when  Christiana,  the  wife  ef 
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State        the  prisoner,  informed  him  that  she  well  knew  how 

v. 

J.  \V.  and  in  what  manner  and  by  whom  the  alteration  wa5 
"-  made  in  the  note  then  under  consideration.  After 
some  hesitation,  and  repeatedly  declaring  her  hus- 
band was  innocent,  she  said  she  did  it  herself.  She 
said  her  husband  had  left  the  note  with  some  other, 
papers  on  a  shelf  in  the  bar,  on  which  stood  a  leaky 
vessel  of  water,  which  was  spilled  on  the  papers ;  that 
in  this  way  the  note  got  wet ;  that  she,  in  attempting 
to  smooth  the  papers,  and  to  rub  oflf  the  dirt  and  wa- 
ter that  was  upon  the  note  with  her  thumb  nail,  made 
the  hole  which  now  appears  in  the  note.  She  said  it 
was  hard  her  husband  should  suffer  when  he  was  in^ 
nocent ;  that  he  blamed  her  for  wetting  the  papers, 
and  therefore  she  did  not  dare  to  tell  him  any  thing 
about  the  hole  that  she  made  in  the  note.  When  the 
prisoner  was  coming  from  the  bar,  after  th^  Jury  had 
brought  him  in  guilty,  I  informed  him  of  what  his 
wife  had  said.    He  seemed  surprised,  andd>served, 

m 

that  it  was  unfortunate  he  did  not  know  of  it  bef(M:e 
the  trial." 

At  this  term  tlie  motion  was  argued. 

Samuel  Miller.  We  come  forward  under  some 
embarrassment  in  the  support  of  the  present  motion, 
arising  from  our  being  unable  to  find^  after  diligent 
search,  any  precedents  in  the  books  which  will  exact- 
ly accord  with  our  case ;  but  we  consider  the  princi- 
ples which  have  generally  governed  in  the  grantii^ 
of  new  trials  to  be  with  us,  and  we  have  the  firmest 
reliance  on  the  justice  and  clemency  of  the  Court ; 
t/iat  justice  which  will  not  convict  the  innocent,  and 
t/iat  clemency  which  will  not  suffer  a  man  of  hitherto 
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irreproachable  life  to  be  condemned  to  indelible  igno-        state 
miny,  through  an  unhappy  mistake,  which  grew  out       j.  w.     ^ 
of  the  best  affections  of  the  human  heart,  — — — 

Born,  educated  and  married  in  a  neighbouring 
State,  my  client  there  lived  for  many  years  in  the  in- 
dustrious and  honest  accumulation  of  a  decent  estate. 
He  saw  his  family,  wealth  and  reputation,  annually 
increase.  He  lived  respected  by  his  friends,  and  re- 
peatedly honoured  by  the  election  of  his  fellow  towns- 
men with  places  of  public  trust. 

"  With  all  his  blushing  honours  thick  upon  him," 
he  removed  with  his  family  into  this  State.  Here^  as 
his  neighbours  can  witness,  he^has  pursued  the  same 
blameless  tenor  of  life,  and,  until  this  unhappy  inci- 
dent, preserved  the  same  unspotted  character,  and  so 
increased  his  property  as  to  put  him  far  above  the 
temptation  to  commit  a  crime  of  this  nature. 

The  note  in  question  was  purchased  by  him  with 
the  charitable  design  of  relieving  an  embarrassed 
neighbour.  Expecting  the  promisor  to  discharge  it, 
he  unfortunately  took  it  from  his  desk,  and  deposited 
it  with  other  papers,  where  it  was  wet  and  soiled  by 
the  oversetting  of  a  vessel  of  water.  His  wife,  in  her 
attempts  to  clean  it,  rubbed  the  folds  of  the  paper,  and 
a  single  syllable  was  obliterated*  Perhaps  uncon- 
scious of  the  import  or  importance  of  the  letters  ex- 
punged, or  fearing  to  give  pain  to  a  husband  who  had 
so  many  years  exercised  the  greatest  tenderness  to- 
wards her,  she  refrained  from  informing  him  of  the 
accident. 

But  when  she  entered  the  hall  of  justice,  and  be- 
held  her  husband  arraigned  and  on  trial  for  an  infamous 
crime ;  when  she  saw  the  consequences  of  her  own 
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stitr  impradence  just  ready  to  cqnclude  in  the  cOovktioe 
J.  W.  and  punishment  of  a  beloved  and  innocent  husband* 
""'^  and  in  the  disgrace  and  ruin  oi  her  family,  she  could 
retain  the  fatal  secret  no  longer.  She  burst  into  tears, 
and  disclosed  it  to  the  deponent.  That  he  did  nol 
immediately  communicate  it  to  her  husband's  coun- 
$el,  is  to  be  lamented ;  but  so  it  was,  that  my  unfortu- 
nate client,  on  retiring  from  the  bar  after  the  verdict, 
first  learned  the  cause  of  his  being  made  the  unexam- 
pled spectacle  of  a  man  convicted  of  a  crime  by  a 
Vermont  Jury,  when  he  was  entirely  innocent. 

Thus  we  have  laid  our  unhappy  case  before  the 
Court ;  and  we  request,  not  that  your  honours  would, 
as  common  justice  might  seem  to  require,  order  the 
defendant  to  be  directly  discharged;  though  this 
would  be  congenial  with  your  feelings  as  men,  yet 
we  are  sensible  as  Judges  you  cannot  do  this  sum* 
mary  justice  consistently  with  those  rules  of  Court, 
which,  though  founded,  in  right,  sometimes  opa:ate 
hardly  upon  individual^. 

But  we  move  that  this  oppressive  venlict  may  be 
set  aside,  and  the  defendant  have  an  opportunity  to 
shew  his  innocence  to  another  Jury,  who  we  doubt 
not  will  pronounce  him  not  guilty,  without  leaving 
their  seats. 

« 

State  Attorney.  The  address  to  the  passions  by 
the  prisoner's  counsel  has,  I  confess,  so  far  en^iged 
mine,  that  I  will  not  attempt  to  dissipate  his  pathetic* 
and  affecting  illusions  by  a  recurrence  to  those  una- 
dorned and  stubborn  facts  which  appeared  on  the 
trial,  which  would  at  once  shew  how  greatly  the  pri* 
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toner  aad  finuly  are  indebted  to  the  eloquence  of  his        sute 
advocaie*  j.  w. 

The  question  now  before  the  Court  is  a  point  of 
dry  law.  So  I  am  constrained  by  roy  official  duty  to 
consider  it.  So  the  Court  are  bound  in  their  judi- 
cial character  to  decide  upon  it. 

Stripped  of  all  the  vivid  colouring  of  fancy,  the 
ease  under  consideration  is  simply  this : 

The  prisoner  at  the  bar  has  been  indicted,  arraign- 
ed and  tried  for  the  crime  of  forging  and  altering  a 
promissory  note.  After  a  long  and  impartial  trial,  in 
which  every  indulgence  was  allowed  him,  in  which 
die  subject  was  minutely  investigated,  and  some  of 
the  most  eminent  counsel  at  the  bar  heard  with  great 
patience  by  Court  and  Jury  in  his  defence,  the  Jury 
have  found  him  guilty. 

He  now  moves  for  a  new  trial,  grounded  on  the 
recent  discovery  of  new  and  material  evidence.  The 
amount  of  this  evidence  is,  that  his  wife  innocently 
effi^ted  the  alteration  in  the  note^  concealed  it  from 
her  husband,  and  the  circumstance  never  came  to  his 
knowledge  until  after  the  verdict 

The  question  is,  will  the  Court  grant  a  new  trial 
on  this  ground  ? 

Suppose  a  new  trial  granted.  Let  us  inquire  whe> 
ther  the  prisoner  could  avail  himself  of  this  newly 
discovered  evidence. 

The  alteration  of  the  note  by  the  wife  was  it  seems 
tf  secret  known  only  to  herself. 

How  shall  the  prisoner  prove  to  a  future  Jury  that 
it  was  done  by  her  ? 

Win  he  attempt  to  prove  it  by  his  wife  ?  The  law 
excludes  her  from  testifying  for  or  against  her  Jius* 
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State        band.     Will  he  attempt  to  prove  her  declarations  by 

j.^v".        other  witnesses?    The  undeviating 'rule  of  law  is, 

'  "  that  which  is  not  evidence  in  itself  can  never  be 

made  so  by  any  circuity.'^  Better  would  it  be  to  ad- 
mit the  oath  than  the  assertions  of  the  wife.  The 
oath  might  be  some  obligation  upon  her.  But  her 
mere  loose  assertions  in  favour  of  a  person  in  whom 
she  has  the  nearest  interest  may  be  readily  made,  and 
surely  would  receive  no  additional  credit  by  being 
heard  in  Court  under  the  oath  of  another,  who  testi- 
fies not  to  the  truth  of  her  declarations,  but  simply 
that  he  heard  her  narrate  them. 

If,  therefore,  the  newly  discovered  evidence  cannot 
be  admitted  on  the  new  trial,  the  grounds  of  the  pre- 
sent motion  fail. 

Miller.     The  objection  to  our  motion  seems  to 

m 

rest  here,  that  in  case  a  new  trial  be  granted,  the  pri- 
soner cannot  avail  himself  of  the  discover)^  made  by 
the  wife. 

The  rule  that  husband  and  wife  cannot  be  witnesses 
for  or  against  each  other,  like  all  other  general  rules, 
has  its  exceptions.  We  learn  from  the  books,  that 
one  exception  results  from  cases  of  **  evident  neces- 
sity.'*^ Is  not  this  in  point  ?  When  we  all  perceive 
that  an  innocent  person  is,  if  this  motion  does  not 
prevail,  about  to  suffer  the  punishment  of  the  guilty. 
Is  there  not  then  here  an  evident  necessity  of  depart- 
ing from  the  general  rule  ?  If  it  has  been  departed 
from  to  CONVICT  as  in  the  case  of  Lord  Judlet/y 
where  the  wife  was  admitted  to  convict  her  husband 
of  a  capital  crime,  shall  it  not  be  deviated  from  in  fa- 
voiu:  of  innocence?    But  if  the  wife  cannot  be  ad- 
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mitted  to  testi^',  or  even  her  declaraticms  of  her  hus>        state 
band's  innocence,  testified  to  by  others,  may  we  not,        j.  w. 
now  we  have  discovered  a  clew  to  this  unfortunate  — — — — 
transaction,  be  admitted  to  shew,  by  a  variety  of  at* 
tending  circumstances,  the  truth  of  her  relation,  and 
n^y  they  not  amount  to  a  violent,  or  at  least  to  a  pro- 
bable presumption  of  the  prisoner's  innocence  ? 

When  a  new  trial  is  moved  for  on  account  of  the 
discovery  of  material  evidence,  what  weight  such 
evidence  may  have  with  the  Jury  is  not  for  the  consi- 
deration of  the  Court,  but  merely  its  materiality.  It 
'  is  observable,  that  on  the  trial  one  witness,  Eunice 
French^  testified  to  the  oversetting  a  vessel  of  water 
and  wetting  some  papers ;  but  at  that. time  his  coun- 
rfiel,  for  want  of  information,  were  unable  to  apply  the 
circumstance  in  his  defence*  Undoubtedly  many 
other  circumstances  of  this  nature  may  be  proved.    . 

The  Attorney  for  the  State  has  been  pleased  to  p^y 
a  compliment  to  my  eloquence  which  I  neither  merit 
or  desire.  The  truth  is,  the  simple  narration  of  the 
*^ round  unvarnished  taje  I  have  delivered,"  carries 
with  it  the  force  of  eloquence  without  its  embellish- 
ments* I  am  charged  with  addressing  myself  rather 
to  the  passions  than  the  reason  of  the  Court.  If  I 
could  have  presumed  to  have  attempted  to  interest 
the  feelings  of  the  Judges,  I  might  in  lieu  of  ^  simple 
statement  of  facts,  have  called  the  attention  of  the 
Court  to  the  pitiable  situation  of  the  distressed  wife 
of  the  prisoner  and  their  tender  offsprings  who  now 
surround  me,  and  who,  by  the  mute  but  powerful 
eloquence  of  their  tears,  beg  of  your  honours,  not 
mercy  for  the  guilty,  but  protection  for  the  inno- 
cent. 
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sutft  Of  all  men  I  shall  not  be  chaif^ed  by  those  who 

J.  w.       know  me  with  aiming  to  bias  the  decisions  of  this 

■*"~*""~"  Court  by  popular  consideraticms.    The  motC6  of  the 

seal  of  the  Court  is  with  me  a  favourite  maxim :  Fiat 
justiiia  mat  coelum.  But  it  is  certainly  true,  that  the 
great  object  of  conviction  and  punishment  is  Ae  ef- 
fect which  they  are  to  have  on  society.  The  re» 
formation  of  the  offender  is  but  a  secondary  consi- 
deration. The  crime  and  the  punishmeQt  diould 
therefore  be  necessarily  connected  in  the  view  of  the 
people.  If  they  ccmsider  the  former  not  to  have 
existed,  the  latter,  instead  of  prpducing  a  salutary 
effect,  will  shake  their  confidence  in  the  admiaiscra*- 
tion  of  justice. 

By  a  ri^d  adherence  to  the  rules  of  law,  this  maa 
may  be  condemned;  but  the  infliction  of  punishment 
will  have  no  salutary  effect  upon  the  people,  for  they 
will  not  condemn  him.  He  will  stand  guildesa  in 
the  view  of  his  &mily,  for  they  know  his  innocence; 
and  what  in  all  events  should  console  and  support 
him,  he  will  stand  acquitted  by  his  own  conadenoe. 

Motion  dismissed. 


Daniel  CMpman»  for  the  State. 
Samuel  MUler^  for  defendant. 
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TRESPASS.      The  tJamtiff  in  substance  dc  ^    An  action 

'^  founded  on  tort 

claied^  that  he  was  posaesaed  of  a  farm  of  290  acrea  may   be   sus- 
tained  against 

^  land  in  IFe^bridge^  bounded  on  Otter  Creek ;  that  oneormore  de- 
tbe  defendanta,  between  the  4th  of  May^  1797,  if  two  defend- 
and  the  7di  of  Augtuty  1799,  erected  dams  at  the  piLading^thr 
head  of  thefaUs  on  Otter  Creek,  within  the  city  of  S^Hhe'iu^ 
yergennesy  which  occasioned  an  unusual  rising  of  die  ^  *!^cuU)ate 
wasters,'  and  caused  them  to  overflow  his  lands,  where-  ^.f.  f  ^^er,  this 

Will  be  no  cause 

by  his  crops  were  destroyed,  and  his  &nn  otherwise  for  setUng^  a- 
in}nred,  ad  mmnum.  diet 

The  action  was  instituted  the  7th  oi  August ,  1799. 
The  defendants  pleaded  joindy  the  general  issue,  and 
the  cause  was  tried  by  the  Jury  at  the  last  teim. 

On  the  hearing  it  appeared  clearly,  that  the  da^ . 
mage  was  done,  and  the  overflowing  of  the  waters 
occasioned,  by  the  erection  of  the  dams ;  that  there 
is  a  small  island  in  the  creek  at  the  head  of  the  falls ; 
that  there  were  two  dams  connecting  tlus  island  with 
its  eastern  and  western  shores.  The  western  dam 
had  been  erected  before  the  revolution,  and  had  oc* 
casioned  no  damage  to  the  plaintiff*  until  the  erection 
of  the  eastern ;  but  it  had  been  built  upon  by  one 
Fairchildy  who  held  it  by  lease  as  a  privilege  and  ap- 
punenance  of  the  mill  site.  At  the  commencement 
of  the  action  it  was  owned  by  the  defendant  Cooper^ 
by  deed  dated  13th  of  February y  1799,  conveying 
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Wrigiit      the  site  of  the  mill  and  its  appurtenances,  subject  to 
Cooper  and    the  incumbrance  of  Fairchild^s  lease.     That  the  de* 

rp 

""^'^'  fendant  Cooper j  upon  being  informed  of  the  iojuxy 
occasioned  by  the  dam  to  the  lands  oi  the  plaintiff 
and  others,  directed  the  dam  to  be  immediately  re* 
moved,  and  it  was  accordin^y  removed  in  Navem- 
bery  1799. 

That  the  eastern  dam  was  erected  in  Mayj  1 797, 
by  one  Bur&ngj  who  held  the  mill  site  on  that  side 
by  lease ;  but  the  mill  site,  with  its  privileges  and  ap- 
purtenancesy  were  owned  by  the  defendant  Totifcy, 
who  was  in  possession  during  the  years  1797,  1798, 
and  1799, 

-  The  Jury  found  the  defendant  Tousey  guilty,  and 
assessed  damages,  and  found  the  defendant  Cooper 
not  gtdlty. 

After  verdict,  the  defendant  Tousey  filed  the  fol* 
lowing  rule  by  leave  of  Court. 

Silas  might     ^    ' 

V.  I  Addison  County,  Supreme  Court 

William  Cooper  V     of  Judicature,  January  term, 

and  A.  D.  1802. 

Azariah  Tousey.  J 

And  now  the  said  Azariah  Tousey^  in  Court  here 
by  his  attomies,  Daniel  Chipman  and  Joshs  Smithy 
after  verdict  and  before  judgment  rendered  thereon, 
moves  a  rule  upon  the  said  Silas  Wright^  to  shew 
cause,  if  any  he  have,  why  the  said  verdict  should 
not  be  set  aside. 

Because  he  says. 

First.  That  in  said  action  the  said  Silas  dedarcd 
against  him  the  said  Azariah  and  the  said  fFiBittm 
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Jointly  in  a  plea  of  trespass  op  tlie  case  for  building 
and  erecting  certain  dams  and  dykes,  &c.  on  the  said 
fidls  of  Otter  Creek,  and  continuing  the  same,  by 
means  of  which  flie  lands  of  th&  said  Silas,  in  his  de» 
claration  described,  were  overflowed  and  injured  to 
his  damoge,  and  that  the  said  Azariah  and  fVilliamj 
the  defendants  in  said  action,  jointly  pleaded  thereto 
die  general  issue,  which  was  joined  by  the  said  SUas; 
and  the  Jury,  on  the  issue  so  joined  as  aforesaid, 
found  the  said  Azariah  only  guilty,  and  the  said  fFil- 
Ham  not  guilty  :  whereas  by  the  law  of  the  land  no 
verdict  could  be  had  or  rendered,  either  ag^nst  the 
said  Azariah  or  the  said  William^  separately. 

Secondly.  That  on  the  trial  of  said  action  it  ap. 
peared,  that  the  said  Azariah  and  fTiUiam  had  not 
any  joint  interest  in  building,  erecting,  or  continuing 
the  said  dams,  dykes,  &c.  and  a  joint  action  therefor 
could  not  by  law  be  maintained  against  them  the  said 
Azariah  and  fFUliamf 

Chipman  and  Smith. 
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V. 
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At  this  term  the  motion  was  argued  and  decided. 


Amos  Marshy  for  the  plaintiff,  now  shewed  cause. 

The  first  exception  to  the  verdict,  is, 

That  the  Jury  have  found  the  defendant  Tousey 
guilty,  when  he  and  the  co-defendant  pleaded  the 
general  issue  joindy. 

There  is  a  distinction  to  be  taken  between  actions 
4(>n  contracts  and  torts.  In  the  former  case  all  the 
parties  must  be  sued;  in  the  latter  one  or  more. 
Therefore  we  rqad  in  fFzUiams's  Abrid^ent,  vol.  1. 
p.2f  where  ex  contractu^  all  parties  to  be  sued;  where 
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Wright 

V. 

Cooper  and 
Toasey. 


ex  d^Ucto^  here  the  trespass  is  scvtrcd*  tnd  <me  «r 
more  may  be  sued. 

.  In  the  case  of  Mitchell  v*  Tarbut  aadcther^^  Term 
Reports^  vol.  5.  p.  649,  650,  651.  Lord  Ketiffmi  le* 
marks,  *^  I  have  seen  the  case  of  Bosqr  v.  Smi4f^t4 
in  the  different  books  in  %vbich  it  is  reported,  in  all  of 
which  this  doctrine  is  clearly  established,  that  if  the 
cause  of  action  arise  ex  contractu^  the  plaintiff  mtut 
sue  all  the  contracting  parties ;  but  where  it  arises  es^ 
delicto^  the  plaintiff  may  sue  alter  any  qf  t^pariieu 
upon  each  of  whom  individually  the  trespaas  ^- 
taches/' . 

So  in  JVilson^s  Reports^  voL  1.  p.  20Q*  Sktikyi  y* 
Mott  €t  aL 

In  the  case  of  Bice  v.  ShutCy  5  Burr,  p.,  S613« 
l^ord  Man^eld  said,  the  distinction  is  to  be  feuad  in 
all  the  books^  that  in  torts  aU  the  trespassers  need  Ml 
be  made  parties.  It  is  left  entirely  tq  the  optiljft  cC 
the  plaintiff. 

So  in  the  more  ancient  authorities.  Cro*  Car.  p. 
239.  Mills  V.  MRllsy  and  Cro.  Eltz.  p.  701.  Marsh  y. 
Vaughen  and  Veal.  Also  in  CartheWj  p*  171,  172. 
Sir  Peter  Rich  v.  Pilkingtoriy  Lord  Mayor  of  Loft^ 
dotty  in  the  case  of  a  mandamus^  that  where  the  remni 
is  made  by  several  persons,  the  action  may  be  joint 
against  all  or  several,  being  Jbunded  on  a  i^rt  cur  m* 
Jury.  Wherever  the  proper  issue  is  not  guilty,  the 
action  is  in  its  nature  founded  on  tort 

Wherever  one  or  iBore  may  be  sued  in  the  same 
writ,  there  tl)e  Jury  otiay  assess  several  daoMgea^  09 
find  one  guilty  and  exculpate  the  others. 

That  the  defendants  pleaded  joiody  does  ikoI 
this  action  out  of  the  ruk*   ''^he  plaintiff  had  oo 
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trol  over  thdr  mode  of  pkadiiig.  Their  joining  in 
the  plea  was  not  demurrable.  If  they  erred  it  was 
tiieir  own  bdies^  and  neidicr  of  them  can  take  ad- 
vantage c^  k. 

Tiie  second  csccptian  is^ 

That  the  defendants  could  tiot  be  jcuned  in  the  ac 
tion^  because  eadi  owned  a  separate  dara^  and  they 
had  no  eommon  interest. 

It  is  totally  immaterial,  whether  die  defendants 
bad  a  jcoAt  interest  ki  erecting  or  continuing  the  dam, 
or  not.  The  defendant  TWf^y  does  not,  even  in  his 
motion,  say  that  they  did  not  jmntly  erect  them ;  but 
if  hie  had  laid  it  right,  the  authorities  alieaii^  cited^ 
as  wdi  as  the  uniform  practice  of  this  Court,  shew 
tiuit  an.  acdon  wiU  lie  against  several  as  joining  in  a 
tPespafiS.  II  h  afterwards  shaH  appear  on  the  trial, 
tiiat  they  are  not  at  all  interested  in  the  act  from 
ndxieh  consequential  damages  have  ensued,  in  tres- 
pass on  the  ease,  it  can  be  no  injury  to  the  one  who 
isi  fibmid  by  the  Jury  to  have  been  interested,  that  the 
otbcrs  are  exculpated  by  the  Jury. 
.  The  kaigoage  of  the  defendant  is  simply  this :  I 
bave,  it  is  true,  gready  injured  my  neighbour,  and 
the  Jnry  of  my  countiy  have  said  I  shall  pay  him  da- 
mages ;  but  I  beg  to  be  excused,  because  the  plaintiff 
has  unfortunately  sued  an  innocent  person  with  me. 
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jDtttmet  Chipman,  contra.  I  never  wish  to  contest 
Ae  received  rules  of  law.  There  can  be  no  doubt, 
Aat  when  an  action  is  founded  on  tort,  an  action  well 
lies  against  one  or  more ;  but  that  must  be  where  the 
tpespass  is  entire^  as  in  the  case  cited  from  Term  Re- 
^orMf  whcise  one  ship  was  safiered  to  run  against  ano- 
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Wright  then  But  where  the  torts  are  separate,  the  actknr 
fcooper  and  must  be  separated.  Where  a  skgle'  injuiy  is  done, 
""^^'  and  numbers  arc  concerned  in  doing  of  it,  certainly^ 
the  action  will  lie  against  one  or  more  of  them.  But 
if  I  own  separate  farms, .  and  a  trespass  by  separate 
persons  is  done  on  each,  can  they  be  joined  in  iMie 
action  ?  Or  if  two  ships  run  against  my  vessel  at  dit" 
ferent  times,  the  first  doing  such  damage  as  would 
not  have  sunk  her,  and  the  second  doing  afterwards 
as  actually  sunk  her,  but  which  would  not  have  hap- 
pened but  from  the  injury  she  received  from  the  first 
assailant,  could  I  join  the  owners  of  both  these  ships 
in  the  same  action  of  trespass  on  the  case  for  smking 
my  vessel  ?  7'his  is  similar  to  the  present  action. 
The  plaintiiF's  farm  has  been  overfiorwed  and  injured 
by  the  erection  of  two  dams  built  at  different  times, 
each  projecting  from  an  isldnd,  and  obstructing  se- 
veral channels  in  Otter  Creek.  If  eitiier  of  the  dams 
liad  been  solely  erected^  the  obstruction  of  the  water 
would  UQt  have  been  such  as  to  have  occasioned  tiie 
injury  to  the  plaintiff,  can  the  separate  owners  of  these 
dains  be  joined  in  the  same  action  for  their  separate 
acts  ?  The  act  oi  either  was  independent  of  the 
other, 

Samuel  Miller.  The  rule  to  shew  cause  why  the 
verdict  should  not  be  set  aside,  is  in  the  nature  of  a 
demurrer  to  our  declaration  ;  for  though  it  contains 
two  exceptions  to  the  verdict,  they  both  go  to  the 
mode  of  bringing  the  action. 

We  have  declared  against  two  for  an  entire  injury. 
The  action  is  founded  <mi  tort,  and  we  had  a  right  sa 
to  do,  as  we  have  fuUy  shewn  from  the  books.    Migfa^ 
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QQt  we  have  entered  a  mJk  prosequi  against  the  de^ 
feodwt  Cooper^  and  proceeded  ^against  Tousey.  If  a 
mm  es$  bad  been  returned  sis  to  the  foriQer,  would  the 
writ  have  abated  as  to  the  latter  ?  might  not  the  Jury 
have  assessed  separate  damages?  or  were  they  not 
warranted  in  doing  as  they  have  done — find  one  guil* 
ty  and  exculpate  the  other  ? 

The  rule  merely  requests  of  the  Court  to  set  aside 
the  verdict.  The  consequences  of  this  must  be  a 
venire  de  twvo.  If  the  verdict  is  set  aside,  shall  we 
not  have  a  right  then  to  enter  a  noUe  as  to  Cooper  ? 
Could  we  proceed  i^nst  him  after  a  verdict  with 
whioh  he  is  content?  He  has  not  joined  in  the  mo« 
tion  for  the  rule. 

Whenever  a  motion  is  made  to  set  aside  a  verdictt 
the  question  always  arises,  eui  bono.  Ample  justice 
has  been  already  done.  Guilt  is  brought  h(Hne  to 
the  actual  trespasser,  and  the  innocent  has  gone 
free. 
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V. 

Cooper  ami 

Touaey 


T^     \, 


Opinum  of  the  Court. 


The  practice  of  the  Court  has  ever  been  to  sustain 
actions  founded  on  tort  against  one  or  more  de- 
fendants. 

There  is  something  singular  in  the  present  action, 
as  exhibited  in  evidence  on  the  trial. 

The  plaintiff  has  a  farm  bounded  on  a  river.  Two 
dams  have  been  erected  in  the  stream,  which  caused 
the  waters  to  overflow  the  plaintiff's  lands,  by  which 
he  has  been  materially  injured.  The  plaintiff  has 
biought  his  action  against  the  separate  owners  of 
these  dams.    Both  dams  must  hai-e  been  erected  be- 


Samuel  Miller  2aiA  Atno9  Marshy  forplaintiffl 
Daniel  CMpman  and  Jasias  S$nUhy  for  ddrndant 
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li  Wright      fore  any  damage  coui<|  have  resulted.    It  is  cbn^ 

'-  Cooper  and    tended,  that  the  two  owners  could  not  t)e  joined  01 

I^^*^^'      the  same  writ,  or  if  they  were  they  could  not  be  dis* 

tingaished  in  the  verdict. 

^  -         If  the  plaintiff  had  thought  his  action  against  one 

of  the  owners,  his  counsel  would  have  argued,  that 
his  dam  alone  did  not  cause  the  injury,  and  so  H 
might  have  appeared  to  the  Jury. 

If  he  had  brought  his  action  against  him  who  erect* 
ed  the  second  dam,  by  which  the  more  immediate  ''I 
injury  was  occasioned,  he  would  say,  If  the  other  \ 
dam  had  not  been  erected,  mine  would  have  occa* 
^oned  no  damage.  Why  did  you  not  combine  in  the 
action  him  who  made  the  first  obstruction  in  the 
river  ?  If  one  is  responsible,  both  ore ;  and  he  who 
received  equal  benefit  from  the  dams,  ought  equaJfy 
to  contribute  in  repairing  the  injury  caused  I7  tfaem» 

The  Court  therefore  consider,  that  the  action  wiD 
lie  against  both ;  and  that  the  Jury  were  the  proper 
board,  having  the  whole  subject  before  them,  to  de« 
cide  where  the  blame  lay. 

It  appears  to  the  Court,  that  substantial  justice  is 
done  by  the  verdict 

Therefore  let  the  rule  be  discharged. 


\ 
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JONATHAN  ROBIM^OM,  CAitf  Jitdg*, 

BOYALL  TYLER.    ?^^^y„^ 
STEPHEJV  JACOB,  5 


■IsEAEi.  Beedle  against  Geawt  and  Daklinc. 
IJVDEBITATUS  ASSUMPSIT  for  monies  had     An  «^m  ^ 

,  •       «  indebitatu9     a«- 

and  received.  tumpBit  wiu  not 

Issue  in  feet  joined  and  submitted  to  the  Court.       ^e  S^JSTm- 

cniing'  upon  a 
judn^ent  debt 

Statemeni  of  facts.  d""*??  ^,  •4»- 

•^  •'  pension  of  the 

execution    by 

It  is  ^reed  by  the  attoroies  for  the  parties  on  re-  *^  NoTlftt'thc 
ccwd  in  the  above  suit,  that  the  delenclaiits  did  pro-  p**"**^^  '^^^ 

^  «  an  express  pro- 

mise the  plaintiff  to  pay  him  the  interest  of  two  sums  ^^  }^  P*y 

.  .  ,  'ucb    uiterest 

of  money  c(Hitaaned  in  two  writs  of  execution,  in  fa-  under  the  ge^ 
vour  of  the  plaintiff  and  against  the  defendants,  for 
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Beedie       and  during  the  time  the  plaintiff  had  delayed  the  col- 
Grant  and     lection  of  said  executions,  on  application  and  at  the 

Darling.  _   ,        ,    -      , 

-     request  of  the  defendants^ 

John  Cook^  for  the  defendants. 
,  Cephas  Smithy  Junior,  for  the  plaintiff. 

The  questions  made  were, 

First.  Whether  a  promise  of  this  nature  could  be 
taibraced  in  a  general  count  of  indebitatus  assumpsit 
for  money  had  and  received ;  and  if  not, 

Secondly*  Whether  the  express  promise  could  be 
shewn  in  evidence  m  support  of  the  general  count. 

John  Cook.  The  plaintiff  has  declared  in  genend 
indebitatus  assumpsit.  If  he  can  maintain  his  action 
it  must  be  upon  an  implied  promise  in  the  defendants 
to  pay  the  sum  demanded,  growing  out  of  the  equity 
of  the  case. 

The  elementary  and  systematic  writers  arc  fall 
upon  this  subject.  They  have  pointed  out  all  the  va- 
riety  of  cases  in  which  the  action  upon  implied  as- 
sumpsit will  lie,  and  none  of  them  compare  with  this 
case.  Neither  after  assiduous  search  can  we  find  a 
single  authority  or  even  dictum  of  a  Judge,  coun- 
tenancing a  recovery  upon  an  implied  promise  of  this 
novel  kind. 

Neither  does  it  grow  out  of  the  principle  of  im- 
plied promises,  which  rests  on  the  obligations  of  na- 
tural justice.  When  I  loan  a  man  my  property,  na- 
tural justice  requires  he  should  return  it,  but  not  that 
he  should  render  me  interest  for  the  usufruct ;  for  the 
interest  of  monies  is  a  creature  of  the  municipal  law, 
and  often  thwarts  the  principles  of  natural  justice. 
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If  my  unfeeling  creditor,  who  is  pursuing  me  by       Beea« 
legal  process  to  prison,  should  for  a  time  slacken  his     ('rai)t  and 
avaricious  pursuit,  the  law  will  not  imply  in  me  a   . 
promise  to  pay  him  for  this  semblance  of  humanity, 
when  perhaps  his  object  was  not  to  favour  me,  but 
to  first  make  his  debt  certain  by  judgment,  and  then 
by  the  terrors  of  his  writ  of  execution  compel  the  sa- 
crifice of  my  property,  or  payment  of  usury,  or  by  a 
succession  of  suits  from  term  to  term,  to  recover  th« 
interest  supposed  to  accrue  on  Ms  judgment,  oppress 
me  with  costs* 

If  this  action  will  lie  in  this  ease,  it  will  lie  in  every 
case  where  a  creditor  sufiers  hb  judgment  to  remain 
without  taking  out  his  writ  of  execution.  It  will 
gender  a  multiplicity  of  vexatious  suits,  and  go 
abreast  of  all  former  practice,  which  has  been  in  cases 
where,  through  the  leni^  of  the  creditor,  or  other 
causes,  the  judgment  has  rested  dormant  so  long  as 
to  make  the  interest  an  object  to  bring  det^  or  scire 
facias  upon  it,  and  have  the  interest  included  in  the 
second  judgment. 

It  being  therefore  clear,  that  an  action  on  implied 
assumpsit  will  not  embrace  this  case,  the  plaintiff*, 
aware  of  this,  attempts  to  buttress  his  declaration  by 
shewing  an  express  promise. 

If  the  plaintiff  relies  upon  an  express  promise,  he 
ought  to  have  brought  a  ^)ecial  action  on  the  case ; 
for  in  declaring  upon  an  express  assumpsit  it  is  al- 
ways necessary  to  set  out  for  what  the  debt  became 
due,  and  not  generally  that  being  indebted  he  or  they 
promised  to  pay,  &c.  and  the  breach  assigned  in  the 
iedaration   should  always  follow  the  undertakii^ 
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Beedte       Stilted.    Esp.  Dig.  p.  134, 135.  Fin.  Abr,  vd.  1.  p. 
6rftnt'  und     270.    Com.  Dig.  vol.  1«  p.  188* 
.    *^  '"^'  There  appear  cogent  reasons  for  obligingthe  plamf 

tiff  to  set  forth  an  express  promise  at  large  in  his  de- 
claration. 

First  That  the  defendant  may  be  prepared  for  his 
defence. 

Secondly.  That  the  Court  may  judge  whedier  the 
promise  can  be  sustained  in  law. 

Thirdly.  That  the  promise  being  spread  <m  the  re- 
cord, the  defendant  may  plead  the  judgment  rendered^ 
upon  it  in  bar  to  an  after  suit 

Cephat  Smithy  Junior,  ctmtra.  There  can  be  na 
doubt  that  where  an  action  upon  an  implied  promise 
will  lie,  an  express  promise  may  be  shewn  under  a 
general  count,  for  it  will  not  lessen  or  do  away  a  pro* 
miae  which  the  law  implies  that  a  man  has  made  from 
princ^>les  of  equity,  to  shew  that  he  has  been  ho* 
nest  enough  to  confirm  it  by  his  word. 

We  contend  that  the  action  of  implied  MSump^U 
well  lies  here.  The  defendants  owed  the  plaintiff  se- 
veral sums  of  money.  When  these  sums  were  ttt 
duced  to  judgment  debts,  the  interest  was  suspended, 
but  non  constat  that  it  ceased  to  accrue  in  equity  i 
for  this  suspension  of  interest  arose  ex  necessitate 
ret  J  for  on  debt  on  judgment  the  Court  would  include 
the  interest  from  the  first  to  the  second  judgment 
This  second  judgment  of  the  Court  is  not  founded 
on  contract  or  express  promise^  but  arises  out  of  the 
equity  of  the  case,  and  shews,  that  the  Courts  consi* 
der  that  there  is  an  obligation  of  natural  justice  bind* 
ing  upon  the  defendant  to  pay  such  interest.  The 
l^laintiff  h^re  delayed  the  levy  of  h/is  writs  of  except 
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tion,  and  was  damaged  in  his  interest  by  so  doing ;       Beedie 
and  surely,  though  this  particular  case  is  not  noted     Grant  and 
in  the  books,  the  general  principle  will  apfdy ;  and  "^' 

the  interest  of  the  several  sums  accruing  upon  the 
judgments  will  be  considered  by  the  Court  as  mo- 
nies of  the  plaintiff  in  the  hands  of  the  defendant, 
which  in  equity  and  good  conscience  they  ought  to 
refund  him. 

The  reasons  rendered  why  we  should  have  de* 
Glared  specially  are  done  away  by  the  statement  of 
the  evidence  signed  by  the  counsel,  and  made  part  of 
the  record.  From  this  statement  the  defendants 
might  be  and  were  prepared  for  their  defence.  The 
Court  could  judge  of  the  legality  of  the  contract,  and 
the  defendants  may  be  able  to  plead  the  judgment  in 
bar  to  a  future  suit. 

Per  Curiam.  The  Court  are  clearly  of  (pinion, 
that  an  action  of  general  indebitatus  assumpsit  will  not 
lie  in  this  case;  that  the  plaintiff  should  have  de- 
clared on  the  express  promise,  which  cannot  be  shewn 
dnder  a  general  count,  where  the  general  count  can- 
Itot  be  sustained. 

Judgment  for  defendants — Costs. 

Cephas  Smith,  Junior,  for  plaintift- 
John  Cooky  for  defendants. 


«■ 
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MeachuiD. 


JoKATUAN  Little  against  J.  and  P.  Meachum. 


On  the  hearingr 
in  damages  tip- 
on  default  in 
ejectment 
brought  to  re- 
ooTer   posses- 
sion   of    lands 
holden   by  the 
levy  of  an  exe- 
•ution»    the 
mesne     profits 
are  to  be  com- 
puted yrom  the 
date  cf  the  levy 
ff  the  exeattian, 
and    not    from 
the  six  months 
allowed  by  the 
'  statute  for  the 
defendant   to 
redeem. 


EJECTMENT  to  recover  possession  of  nineteen 
acres  and  nineteen  perches  of  land  set  oflf  to  the 
plaintiff  on  execution. 

Defaulted.  Defendants  to  be  heard  in  the  assess^ 
ment  of  damages.  By  agreement  of  parties,  damages 
to  be  assessed  by  the  CourL 

The  facts  as  they  appeared  to  the  Court  were, 

That  at  the  November  term  of  Rutland  Coun^ 
Coyrt,  1799,  the  plaintiff  recovered  judgment 
against  the  present  defendants  for  501  dols.  70  cts, 
debt  and  costs;  that  on  tlie  4th  of  Mat/y  1800,  he  ex* 
tended  his  execution  on  the  lands  described  in  the 
declaration,  which  were  appraised  at  339  dols.  84  cts. 
and  legally  set  off  to  the  plaintiff,  in  part  satisfaction 
of  the  writ  of  execution ;  that  on  the  5th  November^ 
1800,  the  plaintiff  commenced  the  present  suit. 

The  question  made  was,  from  what  time  the  mesne 
profits  should  be  coinputed ;  whether  from  the  date 
of  the  levy  of  the  execution,  or  from  the  4th  of  JSTo^ 
vembeTy  1800,  which  was  tlie  day  of  the  expiration  of 
the  six  montlis  allowed  by  the  statute  for  the  de* 
fendants  to  redeem. 


Vermont  Stat. 
voLl.p.321* 


Daniel  Chipmany  for  the  defendants,  contended  for 
the  latter  term. 

The  5di  section  of  the  act  directing  the  levying 
and  serving  of  executions,  gives  a  right  to  a  debtor 
whose  lands  are  appraised  and  set  off  to  satisfy  an  ex* 
ecution  upon  payment  of  the  full  sums  of  debt,  da« 
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mages  and  costs  in  the  writ  of  execution  contained.        Little 
with  12  per  cent,  interest,  within  the  term  of  six     Meachum. 
months  from  the  time  the  executibn  was  extended  to 
exonerate  his  lands  from  the  levy. 

The  6th  section  restrains  the  creditor  from  enter- 
ing  upon  the  lands  until  after  the  expiration  of  the  six 
months,  and,  upon  non-payment  of  the  redemption 
money,  empowers  him  to  enter  without  any  previous 
process  or  notice  to  the  debtor. 

It  then  charges  the  debtor  or  debtors,  or  their  legal 
representatives  remaining  in  possession,  with  the 
rents,  profits  and  improvement  of  such  estate,  if  it 
is  not  redeemed,  the  value  of  which  shall,  if  the  par- 
ties cannot  agree,  be  determined  by  the  appraisal  of 
three  judicious  and  disinterested  freeholders.  The 
tender  of  the  sum  rendered  by  the  appraisal  being 
made  and  kept  good,  shall  be  a  sufficient  bar  to  any 
action  which  may  be  brought  for  the  mesne  profits ; 
and  if  the  debtor  or  debtors  shall  refuse  or  neglect  to 
pay  such  sum,  the  creditor  shall  have  a  right  to  an 
action  on  the  case,  founded  on  the  statute  to  recover 
the  same,  with  additional  damages  and  costs. 

Here  it  is  manifest  the  action  of  ejectment  will  not 
lie,  until  after  the  expiration  of  the  term  of  redemp- 
tion, and  that  the  Legislature,  by  providing  another 
remedy  for  the  creditor  to  recover  the  mesne  profits 
accruing  during  the  term  of  six  months,  have  ex« 
eluded  the  Court  from  the  consideration  of  the  rents, 
profits  and  improvements  of  the  land  extended  upon 
during  the  term  allowed  for  redemption  under  the 
action  of  ejectment. 

If  the  plaintiff  would  have  his  remedy,  he  must 
pursue  the  statute  process.    He  should  first  have  en- 
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Little       deavoured  to  agree  with  the  defendants  upon  iim  va« 

Meaehum.     lue  of  the  mesne  profits*    Failing,  he  should  have 

"*~^"^~*  procured  appraisers,  and  have  dem^ided  the  sum 

found  by  the  appraisal,  and  then  he  would  be  entitled 
to  recover  that  sum;  not  such  suqi  as  a  Court  or  Juiy 
should  find  to  be  the  value  of  the  mesne  profits;  tor 
the  statute  had  appointed  another  board  to  decide 
this  question,  who,  by  ocular  inspection  of  the  land, 
and  by  evidence  acquired  in  the  vicinity,  m^t  be 
better  able  than  a  Court  or  Jury  to  decide  with  i»e- 
cision. 

Lott  Halif  contra.    Though  the  statute  has  point- 

«  ■ 

ed  out  a  mode  of  ascertaining  the  value  and  for  the 
recovery  of  the  mesne  profits,  it  does  not  follow  that 
the  plaintiff  is  deprived  of  his  common  law  privily 
of  having  this  point  decided  under  the  action  of 
ejectment. 

According  to  the  act,  either  party  had  the  privi* 
lege  of  pursuing  the  statute  mode.  Here  it  i^ipean 
they  have  neither  had  recourse  to  it*  It  will  be  there. 
fore  intended  that  they  both  meant  to  rest  on  the 
common  law  mode.  This  is  confirmed  by  the  re- 
ference  to  this  Court  to  assess  the  damages ;  for  by 
comparing  the  dates  it  will  be  found  diere  can  be  no 
other  damages  to  be  assessed  tlian  those  including 
the  mesne  profits  accruing  during  the  term  allowed 
the  defendants  for  redemption,  which  expired  on  the 
4th  of  November^  1800,  and  the  plaintiff  instituted 
his  present  action  of  ejectment  on  the  5th  of  the  same 
month. 

We  conceive  it  to  be  well  worthy  the  considera- 
tion of  this  Court  whether  they  will  now  turn  the  plain- 
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tiff  over  to  a  new  action  to  recover  the  mesne  profits,        ^it^ 

T. 

when  without  further  expense  the  value  of  them  can     Mea«bQm. 


be  here  assessed.  ' 


The  Court  decided,  that  the  pbintiff  might  shew 
in  evidence  the  value  of  the  mesne  profits  finom  tlie 
date  of  the  levy  of  the  writ  of  execution. 

Ijott  Hall  and  Cephas  Smitky  Junior,  for  plaintiff, 
Daniel  CMpman,  for  defendants. 


WiLXiAM  WxBBEit  against  Amos  Iv£s« 

PLAINTIFF  declared  in  a  plea  of  trespass  qtmre  upon  objection 
eksusum  fregitf  and  takmg  away  sundry  homed  cat-  lSLidra*w^rt 
tie,  4ul dasnmsm,  300  dollars^  •  t:frr^x\X 

At  die  staled  February  term  of  this  Court,  1801,  JSlturtoX 
this  cause  was  referred,  by  order  of  Court  aiid  asree*  "T***"  »»  **»« 

^  o  referees,    or 

ment  of  parties,  to  the  determination  of  Stephen  ff^il-  misconduct  m 
hams,  Janainan  Beu  and  Daniel  Marshy  a  report  of  lowing  the  nUe, 

1  f  •  I*  »  1       #•      .         «  cither    by    ne- 

whom^  or  the  major  part  of  them,  to  be  final  and  con-  ^lectin?  to  no- 
clusive  between  the  parties ;  Stephen  fFU&ams  to  be  ^cV  ^wLk- 
dairman,  and  to  notify  the  parties  of  tte  time  and  Jj^/^aiSm  Tat^ 
place  oif  meeting;  and  if  either  party,  after  being  duly  ^utcd  tottem. 
notified,  negleot  to  attend,  the  referees  to  proceed 
ex  parte. 

At  the  present  term,  a  major  part  of  the  referees 
made  the  following  report,  indorsed  upon  the  cqpy 
of  the  rule  of  Court : 
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Webber  Jtutlond,  lOOk  June,  1801. 

I***-  To  the  Honourable^  &c. 

Your  referees,  to  whom  was  referred  this  caoise, 

after  having  heard  the  parties  and  their  evidence,  beg 

* 

leave  to  report,  that  we  find  thsi,  the  defendant  is 

guUty  in  manner  and  form  as  the  pbdatiff  in  hbde- 

claration  hath  alleged ;  and  find  for  the  plaintiff  to 

recover  of  the  defendant  the  sum  of  two  hundred  and 

twenty-eight  dollars  and  thirty  weight  cents  damages, 

and  his  costs. 

Costs  of  reference,  13  dollars. 

Stephen  fFiUiamSf  7  t>  #• 
Daniel  Marsh,       l^^^^^^^ 

Darius  Chipman,  for  the  defendant,  objected  to 
the  acceptance  of  this  report,  dfering  to^2dlew  by  the 
affidavit  of  tHe  defendaiYt,  that  there  was  a  material 
witness  on  the  part  of  the  defendant  absetit  at  the 
hearing  before  the  referees,  whose  personal  attexid' 
ance  or  deposition  he  could  not  then  procure ;  but 
that  he  should  be  able,  on  a  rehearing,  to  avail  hici^ 
self  of  his  testimony. 

Sedper  Curiam*  Upon  objection  to  the  accept- 
ance of  a  report  of  referees,  the  Court  will  only  hear 
evidence  relative  to  corruption  *  in  the  referees,  or 
misconduct  In  their  not  following  the  rule,  either  by 
neglecting  properly  to  notify  or  hear  the  parties,  or 
taking  into  consideration  matters  not  submitted  to 
them. 

Report  accepted. 
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At  die  following  Juiy  adjourned  term,  the  defend*      Webber 
ant  moved  for  a  new  trial,  supported  by  the  affidavit        iv^. 
of  Stephen  Cierk^  who  testified  that  he  was  interested  — — — 
in  the  cause^  and  had  eventually  to  respond  the  judg- 
ment'; that  he  had  attended  the  reference ;  that  he 
had  discovered  new  and  material  evidence  since  the 
hearing  before  the  referees,  to  wit,  Timothy  Green 
and  MaryBoys;  and  then  stated  what  he  expected 
they  would  testify,  which  appeared  to  be  material  in 
the  issue. 

Sedper  Curiam.  The  Court  will  not  grant  a  new  The  Court  wiu 
trial  for  the  recenjt  discovery  of  new  and  material  evi-  tHaffo"  thJ^ 
dence,  supi^orted  by  the  single  affidavit  of  the  party,  of  matcrSj  wl 
or  him  in  interest  The  motion  must  be  accompa-  f^^by  thS'^tal 
^nied  with  the  affidavits  of  the  witnesses  recently  dis-  §J^  *^^'*  or 
covered.  **'™  ***  intfcfc»t. 

The     motion 
Motion  dismissed.        muitbe  accom* 

panied  with  the 

affidavits  of  the 

*.        ,  .    ^.«.  witneisca     w- 

■■  ,   tot  plamtlff.  ccntly  disod-    . 


defendant. 


Tcrei 


id. 


CASES 


DETERMmEU  IK  THE 


SUPREME  COURT  OF  JUDICATURE 


OF   THE 


STATE  OF  VERMONT. 


RUTLAND  COUNTY,  JULY  ADJOURfiEU 

TERM,  A.  D.  1802. 


JOUATHAK  ROBIJ\rSOJV,  Chief  Judge. 
ROYALL  TYLER,     ?    .    .  ,     ,  ^   . 
ST£FHEJ\r  JACOB  J  5  ^ 


.^< 


StATE  against  J.  H. 
A  wairant  to      THE  defendant  had  been  arrested  and  examined 

apprehend  a 

person  charged  before  Mr.  Justice  Horton  upon  a  charife  of  wilful 

with    a    crime  •  i 

upon  the  com-  and  corrupt  perjury,  upon  the  complaint  of  AnM 
vate  informer,  Cohin,  a  private  informer.  The  Justice  ordered  iht 
rs^TVithout^  defendant  to  recognise  with  surety  in  500  dollars  for 
She^  eJmpiain^-  ^^^  personal  appearance  at  and  before  the  Supreme' 
the  compiamt  ^^"^  '^^^  sitting.     Upon  his  failing  to  procure  bail^ 

and  the  capias 

recite    it    was 

under  oath,  yet  nothing  short  of  the  magistrate's  certificate  can  be  sufficient  ^videnpe 

k^iat  the  oath  was  administered. 
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the  ma^trate  issued  a  mittimus,  and  returned  at-       sute 
tested  copies  of  h'^s  proceedings  into  Court.  j.  h. 

The  ddendant  came  into  Court  in  the  custody  of  — — — 
the  officer  serving  the  mittimus,  and  moved  to  be 
di^Juurged^  and  that  the  process  might  be  quashed. 

First.  Because  the  complaint  was  made  by  a  pri- 
vate informer,  not  under  oath. 

Secondly.  That  a  private  informer  could  not  le- 
gaily  prefer  a  complaint  of  this  nature. 

IJpon  inspection  of  the  copies  of  the  proceedingis 
4>f  the  justice,  it  aj^ared,  that  the  complainant  had 
reci^  in  his  complaint  that  it  was  made  on  oath;  but 
there  was  no  certificate  by  the  Justice  of  his  having 
administered  any  oath*  and  in  the  capias  it  was  not 
s^t  forth  that  the  complaint  was  made  under  oat)i,  but 
in  the  mittimus  it  was. 


■  f ,  in  support  of  the  motion.     The  per* 

sonal  liberty  and  reputation  of  the  subject  are  held 
so  sacred,  that  by  the  common  law  no  warrant  to  ap- 
|>rehend  any  person  for  a  crime  can  issue  without 
oath,  either  personal  or  official.  Haie*s  Pleas  of  the 
Crowtiy  p.  595. 

The  eleventh  section  of  the  State  Constitution  re- 
probates  in  express  terms  warrants  issued  without 
oath  or  affirmation.  Perhaps  some  reliance  may  be 
Jiad  upon  the  recital  in  the  complaint  and  mittimus, 
that  the  oath  was  administered ;  but  the  former  must 
be  considered  as  mere  form,  or  at  most  as  the  unoffi- 
cial  assertion  of  the  complainant,  the  latter  but  a  mere 
recital  of  the  caption  of  the  complaint,  and  neither 
can  amount  to  that  which  can  only  be  considered  as 
evidence  of  the  oath,  which  b  the  Justice's  certificate 
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State        of  die  administration  of  the  oath  to  the  complainant 
J.  H.        of  date  precedent  to  the  issuing  of  the  capias. 

Samuel  fValketj  contra.  We  contend  the  posi- 
tion totis  viribusy  *'  that  at  common  law  every  warrant 
for  the  apprehension  of  persons  charged  with  crimes 
by  a  private  informer,  must  be  supported  by  com- 
plaint under  oath.'^ 

There  are  some  crimes  so  aggravated,  and  the  im^ 
mediate  apprehension  of  the  criminal  is  so  apparently 
for  the  safety  of  society,  that  he  may  by  common  law 
be  apprehended  even  without  warrant,  and  these  in- 
clude all  cases  of  atrocious  felony ;  and  what  crime  b 
more  felonious  or  baneful  to  society,  than  perjury  t 
a  crime  which  not  only  injures  individuals,  but  pol« 
lutes  the  stream  of  justice  at  its  very  fount.  It  is  the 
duty  of  all  good  people,  whether  in  or  out  of  office^ 
to  bring  such  offenders  to  condign  punishment ;  and 
if  any  one,  as  a  private  informer,  prefers  his  com- 
plisant  to  a  ma^strate,  it  is  in  the  sound  discreti(Mi 
of  the  magistrate  to  issue  his  capias  with  or  without 
the  oath  of  the  complainant.  The  crime  may  be  of 
such  magnitude,  that  a  faithful  and  prudent  magis- 
trate, to  prevent  escape,  may  order  the  immediate 
apprehension  of  the  offender  without  warrant,  and 
promulgate  a  hue  and  cry.  In  another  case  he  may, 
from  his  personal  knowledge  of  the  complainant's 
character  for  veracity,  issue  his  warrant  without  oath 
made.  In  some  cases  he  may  require  the  oath  of  the 
informer ;  and  in  all  cases  it  is  a  subject  of  discretion 
to  be  exercised  by  the  magistrate  at  the  time  ci  is- 
suing the  capias^  and  the  process  cannot  afterwards 
on  this  account  be  impeached. 
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Sergieairt  Hcnokins  says  expressly,  "  It  is  safe  to  stue 
set  forth,  that  the  party  is  charged  upon  oath ;  but  this  y  h. 
is  not  necessary.^^  Hawk.  P.  C.  vol.  2.  c.  16.  s.  17.       " 

We  had  hoped  more  candour  in  our  opponent  than 
is  discqvered  in  his  reference  to  the  State  Constitu- 
tion ;  the  eleventh  section  of  which  does  not  reprobate 
warrants  without  oath  or  affirmation  generally y  but  is 
directed  against  a  particular  species  of  warrants. 

A  people,  like  individuals,  ;vill  as  frequently  guard 
against  ,those  evils  which  they  dread,  as'  against  those 
they  feel  or  have  occasion  to  dread*  By  our  success* 
fill  9trqg^les  for  independence,  from  colonies  we 
bave  become  a  nation ;  and  it  is  curious  to  observe, 
that  ^11  the  State  Constituticms  bear  the  marks,  of  our 
former  pditical  servitude.  The  evils  we  feared  oi; 
experienced  as  colonists,  are  scrupulously  guarded 
against  by  bills  of .  unalienable  rights,  when  to  the  re^ 
fleeting  mind  it  is  apparent,  that  few  or  none  of  those 
evils  are  experienced  or  to  be  apprehended  in  our 
sta^  <rf  sovereignty. 

.  The  firainc^rs..  of  the  constitution  of  Ferment  had 
i^ndoubte^ly  heard  of  the  Secretary  of  State's  war- 
rants,  and  of  the  celebrated  case  of  ff  tikes  and  the 
King's  messengers,  in  the  mother  country ;  to  encou- 
rage  the  re voludonary  spirit  these  things  were  actu- 
tively  disseminated  among  the  people*.  They  there- 
fore,  not  clearly  distinguishing  between  that  restraint 
upon  the  royal  prerogative,  which  by  progressive 
steps  has  established  English  liberty,  and  which 
should  ever  be  precious  to  Englishmen,  and  that  re- 
straint upon  nuigistrates  elected  in  our  republican 
mode,  who  hold  their  brief  authority  on  the  annual 
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sute  good  opinion  of  the  people,  inserted  the  elevenih  aeo 
J.  H.  tion  of  the  constitution,  which  declares, 
'  "  "  **  That  the  people  have  a  right  to  hold  themselves, 
their  houses,  papers  and  possessions  free  from  search 
or  seizure ;  and  therefore  warrants  without  oath  or 
affirmation  first  made,  affording  sufficient  foundation 
for  them,  or  whereby  any  officer  or  messenger  may 
be  commanded  or  required  to  search  suspectecf 
places,  or  to  seize  any  person  or  persons,  nis,  her  or 
their  property,  not  particularly  described,  are  contrary 
to  that  right,  and  ought  not  to  be  granted/' 

But  if  the  oath  of  the  complainant  should  be  con- 
^dered  as  necessary  to  the  validity  of  the  present 
process,  we  consider,  that  in  this  case  such  oaA 
was  actually  administered,  and  that  there  is  sufficient 
evidence  of  it  in  the  process. 

The  very  act  of  issuing  a  capias  upon  a  complaint, 
which  recites  that  it  was  made  under  oath,  is  a  recog- 
nition by  the  magistrate  of  the  oath's  having  been  ad- 
ministered. But  we  do  not  rest  here*  We  shew  the 
magistrate's  expi^ss  declaration  under  his  Official 
signature  to  the  mittimus,  that  the  oath  had  bceft 
duly  administered. 

Process  quashed.    Defendant  ^scharged. 

'■■ ,  for  the  motion! 

Samuel  Walker^  contra. 
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Johnson 

V. 

Clark. 


loNAS  Johnson  against  Szj>zdiau  Clark. 


IN  the  trial  of  this  cause,  issue  to  the  Jun%   Plain^  .„^  deposition 

'  '  Illegally    taken 

tiff  offered  the  d£iK>sition  of  James  Bobttison.  since  cannot'  be  read 

^^  after  the  depo- 

deceased*  nem's  decease, 

up«n  the  prin- 
«  ciple  that  it  is 

Cephas  Sb^ithy  Junior,  objected  to  the  reading  of  ^'ll^ce^^hich^^ 
it  in  evidence.  «*" .  ^\  ^ 

producecl 

It  was  conceded  by  the  plaintiff's  counsel,  that  if 
the  deponent  was  alive  the  deposition  could'not  be 
read,  as  it  was  drawn  up  in  the  hand- writing  of  the 
plaintiff's  attorney,  and  tai^en  by  a  Justice  of  the 
Peace  interested  in  the  cause.    But, 

Samuel  Walker  insisted,  that  a  voluntary  affidavit 
or  deposition  extrajudicially  taken,  might  be  read  on 
the  decease  of  the  deponent ;  and  cited  1  Ld.  Raym^ 
p.  744.  Tilly  v.  C— ,  Vol.  2.  ib.  Price  v.  Earl  of  Tor^ 
riagton,  p.  873.  Ib.  1166.  1  Sponge,  p.  35.  StyL 
p.  446.  Saeheverel  v.  SachevereL  2  Strange,  p.  1129. 
margin,  fFarren^  ex  dem.  WM^  v.  Gretwille.  And  ^ 
as  advisory^  JRooi^s  Reports^  p.  81.  Roy  v.  Brush. 

» 

Sed  per  Curiam.  The  deposition  cannot  be  read. 
The  objections  are,  tiu^  it  is  in  the  hand-writing  of 
the  party's  attorney,  and  taken  by  a  Justice  of^  the 
Beaee,  interested  in  the  cause.  The  authoritks  cited 
embrace  cases  where  depositicnis  were  taken  l^^^f  ^ 
though  not  in  the  causes  pending.  By  the  decease  of 
the  deponents  they  obtained,  efficacy  under  die  ge* 

57 
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johnton  ncral  principle  of  constituting  the  best  evidenci^ 
Ciaik.  which  could  be  produced.  But  here  the  deposition 
is  illegally  taken.  The  decease  of  the  deponent 
cannot  render  that  valid  which  was  intrinsically  void. 
It  would  be  setting  aside  the  Chancery  process  of 
•  taking  depositions  in  perpetuam  rei  memoriamj  to 
sanction  the  admission  of  depositions  taken  otherwise 
than  agreeably  to  the  statute. 

Daniel  Chipman  and  Samuel  fValkcTj  for  the 
plaintiff. 

Jdhn  Cooky  Cephas  Smithy  and — — ,  for  the 

defendant. 


* 


John  Cooic,  Esquire^ 

against 
Ben  Porter,  Esquire. 

» 

If  a  deciapation      IN  ERROR.     This  writ  was  brouaht  to  reverse 

oon tains   a  gc-       ,  " 

nerai    count     a  judgment  of  Orange  County  Court,  rendered  jQr- 

within  the   ju-  ,  .      *,  ^     ,  ,   «      • 

risdjction  of     cemoer ,  term,  1800,  m  favour  erf  the  now  defendaat 

the  Court,  it  •      ^  ^l        i   •      -/r  • 

wiu  not  vitiate  agauist  the  plamtift  m  erron 

piain^t^ff^'has  ^       ^^  ^^  Original  declaration,  the  plaintiff  oounte4  on 

*^^^f/^'^^{;;:^  a  promissory  note  for  70  dollars,  and  added  another 

^r'urisdic^ion  ^^^^  ^^^  fi^^  dollars,    money  advanced  and  knf. 
ot  a  single  ma*  Judgment  rendered  on  default. 

gifttrate.  t?^  .  ,  m 

Error  assigned^  that  the  declaration  was  insuffi- 
cient :  ^^  for  that  the  said  Ben  Porter^ s  dec]a]:atiQB 
consisted  of  two  counts,  the  one  for  Jive  doUars  mo- 
ney tent  and  advanced  v,  which  said  count  was  within 
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Uie  jurisdiction  of  a  Justice  of  the  Peace,  and  not        Cook 
mthin  tlie  jurisdiction  af  the  County  Court,  and  that       Porter. 
said  sum  in  damages  was  rendered  entire  on  both  -~~— ~ 
counts.^' 

Oyer  of  the  record  craved  and  produced.  In  nulh 
est  erratum  pleaded. 

Per  Curiam.  X^e  Court  have  inspected  the  re- 
cord, and  do  not  incline  to  consume  time  in  hearing 
argument  upon  a  caselso  plain. 

The  object  of  the  Legislature  in  restricting  small 
demands  within  the  jurisdiction  of  a  single  magistrate 
does  not  apply  here.  It  was  to  prevent  the  expense 
of  litigation  in  the  higher  Courts  upon  controversies 
of  trivial  moment. 

But  where  a  creditor  has  a  demand  within  the  ju-r 
risdiction  of  the  County  Court,  and  is  about  to  com- 
mence a  suit  upon  it,  it  is  not  only  legal  but  laudable 
in  him  to  bring  forward  such  other  demands  as  may 
be  joined  in  the  same  declaration,  though  separately 
considered,  they  may  be  within  the  jurisdiction  of 
a  Justice  of  the  Peace.  In  this  mode  he  will  often 
save  the  ^fendant  those  costs  which  might  have  ac- 
crued from  the  prosecution  of  the  lesser  demands 
before  a  single  magistrate ;  and  one  suit  without  aug-* 
minted  expense  may  settle  several  controversies  be- 
tween the  parties.  To  discourage  this  practice, 
which  has  long  and  very  generally  prevailed,  would 
be  to  violate  the  spirit  of  the  act  establishing  the  Jus% 
Hce*s  jurisdicti<»i, 
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Codb 

V. 

Porter. 


Upon  this  intimation  by  the  Court,  Ae  pvfk» 
commodatedi  and  the  suit  was  withdnvA  by  cona 
of  parties. 


John  Cookf  pro  se, 

Cejp/ias  6mitht  Junior,  for  defendanL 


In  an  action 
brought  against 
a  surviving 
partner  upon  a 
prrimissory 
note,  alleged  to 
havte  bt> en  sign- 
ed by  the  de- 
ceased partner 
in  his  life  time, 
in  the  name  of 
the  firra^  proofs 
of  his  confes- 
sion that  he 
si^d  it,  ad- 
mitted to  be 
Sivcn  in  ^vi- 
encQ« 


Jeremiah  Adams  against  John  Bsowi^'oir. 

CASE  on  promissof}'  note. 
Attach  John  Brownson^  surviring  partner  of  the 
late  firm  of  Hyde  £s?  Brawrtson^  to  answer,  &c,  to  Jt- 
remiah  Adamsy  &c.  for  that  whereas  Lemuel  JHyde^ 
since  deceased,  and  the  said  John  Brovmsofiy  mer- 
chants, trading  in  company  at    fF/niehally  in  the 
County  of  tVashington  and  State  of  New-York,  i^ 
wit,  at  Rutland,  &c.  on  the  1st  da)'  of  Augtat,  1799, 
did  make,  execute  and  deliver  to  the  plaintiff  their 
certain  memorandum  or  note  in  writing  commoolf 
wiled  a  promissory  note,  of  that  date,  subscribed 
with  the  proper  hand  of  the  said  Lemuel  Ifyde^  ** 
himself  and  the  said  John  Brownson^  nndtar  the  firm 
of  Bfyde  &?  Brownson,  in  and  by  which  pfomissory 
note,  for  value  received  of  the  plaintiff,  they  promised 
to  pay  hinfi  500  dolku's  in  six  months  from  the  date 
of  said  note,  with  legal  interest  of  the  State  of  A!?»- 
York.    By  reason  of  all  which  the  said  John  Brown^ 
son,  as  surviving  partner  of  said  firm,  became  oWir 
gated  to  pay,  &c.  and  assumed,  &c, 
Plea,  n^n  assupipsit. 
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Defeaoe,  th«t  no  paitnerahip  ever  existed  between      Ad«s 
the  defimdaal  and  JLanmd  Hyde*  Brovnten. 

■ 

llie  pUintiff  ^SkxtA  in  evidence  the  note  declared 
upon^  and  offeied  to  prove  the  signttiure  61  Hyde  by 
confession. 


The  counsel  for  the  defendant  insisted,  that  as  there 
is  a  subscribing  witness  to  the  note^  he  should  be 
produced.  They  observed,  that  it  was  not  the  most 
subslAAtial  part  of  their  defence  that  the  note  was  not 
signed  by  Hyde;  but  they  wished  to  examine  the 
subscribing  witness,  and  expected  to  have  shewn  by 
him,  that  though  the  note  might  have  been  signed  by 
Hyde  in  Hast  name  of  the  supposed  firm  of  Hyde  V 
Brawnteny  yet  that  the  plaintiff  did  not  credit  or  rely 
entirely  on  the  existence  of  the  partnership  at  the  time 
of  the  contract,  but  chai^d  the  goods,  which  were 
the  consideration  of  the  note,  thirty  per  cent,  above 
their  real  value  m  the  market;  and  it  was  well  under- 
stood between  the  plamtiff  and  Hyde^  at  the  time  of 
makmg  the  note,  Aat  the  extra  adt'ance  was  made 
ki  the  price  of  the  goods,  on  account,  as  the  plaintiff 
expressed  it,  of  its  being  uncertain  whether  he  could 
prove  the  partnership ;  that  relying  upon  the  plain- 
tiff's producing  the  witness,  the  defendant  had  failed 
to  summon  him.  ,  They  therefore  objected  to  the 
confession  of  Hyde  being  heard  in  evidence. 

Jacob,  Judge.  I  am  for  admitting  the  confession 
e&  Hyde  to  prove  the  execution  of  the  note.  This  is 
a  distinct  matter  from  the  question  of  copartnership. 
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•L*. 


Adanu       To  put  the  plaintiff  upon  producing  the  subscribuig 
Brownson.      witness,  wiU  Operate  a  surprise  upon  him. 


T  Y  L  E  R ,  Judge.  I  have  long  considered  that  s(Mne 
general  rule  ought  to  be  adopted  to  prevent  the  de- 
fendant in  action  upon  promissory  note  frwn  sur- 
prising the  plaintiff  by  insisting  on  trial  upon  the  tes- 
timony of  the  subscribing  witness,  in  cases  where  it 
is  obvious  the  execution  of  the  note  is  not  designed 
as  a  substantial  defence,  but  merely  to  operate  deiay. 
Perhaps  this  evil  can  better  be  corrected  in  Courts 
which  have  the  original  jurisdiction  of  causes  of.  this 
nature ;  and  it  would  be  desirable  that  the  seveni 
County  Courts  would  adopt  as  a  general  rule,  '^  that 
in  all  actions  upon  promissory  note,  the  execution  of 
the  note  should  be  considered  as  confined,  unless  the 
defendant,  by  the  second  day  of  the  term  of  entry, 
should  give  notice  to  the  plaintiff,  by  a  minute  on  the 
docket,  signed  by  his  counsel,  or  attested  by  the  Clerk 
of  the  Court,  that  he  meant  to  contest  its  eseciition.'' 

As  no  such  rule  exists,  in  the  present  case  I  con^ 
sider  that  the  defendant  has  a  right  to  exaxnioe  the' 
subscribing  witness,  and  might  safely  rely  on  the 
plaintiff's  producing  him. 

It  is  not  stated  that  the  defendant  personally  signed 
this  note,  or  had  any  individual  knowledge  of  the 
contract.  If  he  has  assumed  to  pay  it,  it  is  by  ope^ 
ration  of  law,  and  dependent  on  the  existence  of  the 
partnership  between  him  and  Lemuel  Hydcj  since  de- 
ceased.  The  principle  of  law  which  renders  the 
partners  in  a  firm  of  merchants  accountable  for  the 
contracts  of  each  other,  is  directed  to  prevent  imposi^ 
t|on,  that  he  who  is  bankrupt  shall  not  obtain  credit 
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by  a  coBnection  merely  ostensible  with  him  who  is       AdMu 
opuknt,  and  that  he.whaU  opulent  shall  not  take  the     Bmwiwoik 
avails  of  a  contract  made  Jby  a  seeming  partner,  who  " 
is  unable  to  respond  for  them.     Therefore,  in  ail 
cases,  of  this  natiire,  tlie  Court  have  allowed  a  very- 
liberal  latitude.    In  the  proof  of  partnership  a  plaintiff 
prosecnting  defendants  as  partners  in  trade  has  not 
been  confined  to  shew  articles  of  copartnership*  The 
annunciation  of  the  firm  in,  the  public  newspapers,  an 
open  store,  sign- board,  or  books  of  the  company. 
But  he  may  shew  a  variety  of  joihtxcxitractt  made  by 
tliem  in  such  manner  as  would  induce  a  general  and 
ratj^onal  belief  that  they  were  connected  in  trade. 
This  has  been  .done  to  prev^ent  impo^tion  upon  those 
who  might  deal  with  thcm«  .  . 

If  in  the  course  of  thb  trial  it  should  remain  doubt- 
ful whether  the  defendant  was  in  partnership  with  the 
deceased  at  the  time  of  the  contract,  and  the  testimony 
should  rather  preponderate  in  favour  of  a  partnership, 
it  would  be  a  matter  of  importance  with  me  to  disco- 
ver in  what  light  the  plaintiff  viewed  the  connection 
between  JSnrumsan  and  Jli/de  at  the  time  of  the 
making  *  the  note  in  question.  Did  he  part  with  his 
property  upon  the  credit  of  the  firm,  or  did  he  con- 
tract with  Hjfde^  understanding  that  the  partnership 
was  a  matter  of  uncertainty ,  and  that  its  existence  was 
denjed  by  the  defendant  ?  Is  the  plaintiff  one  whom 
the  law  will  and  ought  to  protect  from  imposition,  or 
has  he  voluntarily  and  with  his  eyes  open,  entered 
into  the  contract  with  Ifyde^  and  made  an  advance 
upon  his  property  as  a  premium  for  his  risk  in  proving 
the  partnership* 
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A6m$  I  am  not  therefore  for  dispensing  with  the  attend* 

Browftton.     ance  of  the  subscribing  witness ;  and  it  is  my  opinioii 
"*  that  evidence  of  the  confession  of  Ifyde  to  the  exe* 
cution  of  this  note,  cannot  be  admitted*    But  as  I 
would  not  prejudice  the  plaintiff,  I  shall  be  inclined 
to  grant  him  a  continuance. 

Chief  Judge.  If  the  action  had  been  originalljr 
commenced  in  thb  Court,  I  should  not  be  for  admit- 
ting the  confession  of  the  maker  of  the  note  to  be 
heard  in  evidence,  but  I  consider  that  the  defendant^ 
who  put  the  plaintiff  upon  proof  of  the  partnership, 
has,  by  the  trial  at  the  lower  Court,  had  access  to  the 
note  declared  upon,  discovered  who  was  the  sub- 
scribing witness,  and  had  sufficient  time  to  inquire 
whether  hb  appearance  on  the  stand  would  benefit 
him.  If  he  considered  his  testimony  material  in  his 
defence,  he  should  have  summoned  him  to  ajq^ear. 

I  am  therefore  for  admitting  the  evidence  of  the 
confession  of  ffyde  to  the  making  of  the  nott* 


Evidence 
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Cephas  Smithy  Junior,  and  John  Cooky  for  plaintiff^ 
Smith  V  Prentice  and  (ihatmcey  Ltrngdmiy  for  de- 
fendant. 
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Barnard 

T. 

Andrein^Bahnard,  Appellee,  ^' 

against 
Lemuel  Crane^  Appellant 

ACTION  on  the  case,  with  a  special  and  several  An  action  wiu 
general  counts  in  the  declaration*    At  last  term  the  mbackmrnM^ 
defendant  pleaded  nan  assumpsit.    Issue  joined  and  ^c^^^n  a 
put  to  the  Juiy,  who  returned  the  following  special  SS^^*"^.  **"*" 
verdict : 


Mutland  County,  Supreme  Court  of  Judicature,  F(^ 
bruary  term,  A.  D.  1802. 

Special  verdict.^ 

Andrew  Bamardj  Appellee, 

v^ 
Lemuel  Crane^  Appellant 

In  this  cause  the  Jurjr  do  find,  that  the  said  Andrew 
Barnard^  at  Hebron^  in  the  State  of  New-  York^  on 
the  24th  6aLy  ^  Ftbruart/y  A.  D.  1800,  did  sell  and 
deliver  to  Ae  said  Lemuel  Crane  the  said  span  of 
colts,  the  said  watch,  and  the  said  forty  dollars  in 
money,  .mentioned  in  the  declaration,  at  an  estimated 
value,  to  wit,  the  said  watch  at  25  dollars,  the  said 
span  of  colts  at  60  dollars,  and  the  said  forty  dollars 
at  the  same  sum  of  40  dollars ;  for  which  the  said 
Andrew  Barnard  agreed  to  receive  of  the  said  Lemuel 
Crane,  and  the  said  Lemuel  Crane  imdertook  and 
promised  tp  pay  the  said  Andrew  Barnard^  a  sum  bjf 
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Barnard  and  beyond  the  just  value  of  the  said  money  and 
Crane.  goods,  in  money,  to  wit,  50  dollars  for  said  watdi, 
120  dollars  for  said  span  of  colts,  and  80  dollars  for 
said  40  dollars;  which  said  last  mentioned  money, 
so  to  be  paid  for  said  money  and  goods  by  the  said 
Lemuel  Crane  to  the  said  Andrew  Barnard  as  afc»c- 
said,  was  understood  to  be  base  and  of  less  value  than 
the  common  standard,  but  would,  as  was  pretended, 
pass  current  without  discovery  of  its  baseness. 

And  the  Jury  do  further  find,  that  the  said  watch, 
colts  and  forty  dollars  in  money,  on  the  said  sale  and 
delivery  thereof  to  the  said  Lemuel  Crane,  were  left 
in  the  possession  of  die  said  Lemuel  Crane,  and  the 
said  Lemuel  Crane  then  and  there  undertook  and 
promised  the  said  Andrew  Barnard,  that  if  he  did  not 
pay  to  the  said  Andrew  Barnard  the  said  sum  of  250 
dollars,  agreeably  to  the  aforesaid  contract,  that  then 
and  in  that  case,  he  the  said  Andrew  Barnard  should 
receive  back  the  said  span  of  colts,  the  said  watch, 
and  the  said  forty  dollars  in  money,  which  should  re- 
main at  his  the  said  LemuePs  house  until  he  the  said 
Andrew  should  receive  his  said  money  agreeably  to 
the  itforesaid  contract. 

And  the  Jury  do  further  find,  that  the  said  Lemuel 
Crane  did  not  fulfil  said  contract  bypa)rmg  to  die 
said  Andrew  Barnard  the  said  sum  of  two  hundred 
and  fifty  doUai^,  and  that  the  said  Lemuel  Crane  did 
not  return  the  said  span  of  colts,  the  said  watch,  or 
the  said  forty  dollars  in  money,  or  any  part  tiiereo^ 
to  die  said  Andrew  Barnard,  but  immediately  after 
the  making  the  said  contract,  the  said  Lemuel  Chmr 
did  siecrete  the  said  span  of  cdts,  the  said  watch,  and 
the  said  fi>rty  dollars  in  money,  and  keep  them  out  of 
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the  hands  and  koowledge  of  the  said  Andrew  Bar*      JianuoA 

nUftL  Crane. 

Now  the  Jury  refer  and  subject  their  verdict  on 
the  issue  put  to  them  to  the  determination  of  the 
Honourable  Court  upon  the  law  arising  from  the 
above  &ct8 ;  that  is  to  say^ 

If  the  Court  are  of  opinion  that  the  contract,  as 
above  stated  and  found,  is  a  contract  valid  in  law  sum! 
binding  upon  the  said  Lemuel  Crane^  then  the  Jury 
upon  their  oath  do  sayi  that  the  defendant  did  assume 
and  promise  in  manner  and  form  as  the  plaintiff  in  his 
declaration  hath  alleged,  and  find  for  the  plaintiff  th^ 
sum  of  140  dollars  for  his  damages,  and  his  costs. 

But  if  the  Court  are  of  opiniim,  that  the  said  con- 
tract, as  above  stated  and  found,  is  not  a  contract 
valid  in  law,  and  is  not  binding  upon  the  said  Jjcmuel 
Crane^  then  the  Jury  upon  their  oath  do  say,  that  the 
defendant  did  hot  aasume  and  promise  in  manner  and 
form  as  the  {daintiff  in  his  deckuation  hath  alleged,* 
and  fin4  for  him  his  costs. 

Elms  JPost^  Foreman* 

At  this  term  the  special  verdict  was  argued  and 
decided. 
A  question  was  made  who  should  open. 

John  Cook^  for  the  plaintiff.  We  had  conceived 
it  to  be  our  right  to  proceed  in  the  argument  The 
phuntiff  has  always  the  priority  to  the  Court  or  Jury, 
excepting  upon  a  (dea  in  bar.  We  should  not  ectti- 
tend,  but  consadering  this  to  be  our  right,  as  counsel 
for  the  plaint^,  we  had  prepared  our  arguments  ao* 
cordingly»  and  had  agreed  that  I  should  go  forward 
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Barmord      and  Open  the  cause.    A  different  arrangemmt  ccr^ 
Crane.       tainly  would  operate  a  surprise,  if  not  an  embarnisS* 
ment. 

Samuel  /yklker,  for  the  de^dant.  We  had  con- 
aidered  it  to  be  our  right  to  proceed.  fFe  object  to 
tjie  plaintiflP's  right  of  action,  and  the  objector  always 
has  precedence.  HoweVer,  as  Mr.  Cf^man^  who  b 
with  me,  intimates  that  it  is  a  matter  of  no  importance 
with  him  who  addresses  the  Court  first,  and  as  it  iq>- 
pears  my  learned  brodier  has  wasted  the  midnight 
oil  in  preparing  an  argument  calculated  soleiy  to  go 
Jbrwardy  and  unhappily  so  unwieldy  that  it  will  not 
go  any  other  way ;  in  the  exercise  of  that  courtesy 
which  ought  ever  to  be  the  characteristic  of  our  pro- 
fession, especially  in  the  presence  of  this  Court,  we 
shall  permit  him  to  proceed. 

We  had  however  hoped  to  have  beeai  indulged 
-  with  an  intimation  from  the  Court  whose  the  right  i^ 

jt  18  a  general  Per  Curiam.  It  has  generally  been  the  practice 
piiMntiffWurT-  for  the  plaintiff's  counsel  to  proceed  in  the  argument 
Sf  ^^^^1^-"^  "P^»  ^  special  verdict. 

iii«nt  upon    a 
■pecial  verdict 

Cook.  That  the  Court  may  rule  the  special  ver- 
diet  in  our  favour,  we  shall  rely  on  the  following  po- 
sitions, which  will  embrace  and  refule  every  objec- 
ticHi  which  can  be  made  by  the  defendant's  counsel. 

First.  That  the  whole  &cts  found  by  the  J.uiy  shew 
an  executory  and  not  a  contract  executed. 

Secondly.  That  Uie  centraot,  as  stated  in  the  ver- 
dict, is  a  contract  made  in  the  State  of  NteW'Yorkf 
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and  that  our  statute  does  not  attach  itsdf  to  this      Bamaid 
contract. 

Thirdly.  That  if  there  are  general  counts  and  spe-  "" 
cial  counts  in  a  declaration,  the  plaintiff  may,  if  he 
£dl8  in  proving  his  special  count,  prove  his  general 
counts,  and  recover  under  them. 

In  su{^K)rt  of  the  first  position,  we  observe,  that 
the  contract  found  by  the  verdict  is. 

That  the  pbintiff  delivered  to  the  defendant  sun- 
dry  chattels  at  an  estimated  price,  and  was^  to.receive 
therefor  double  the  amount  in  base  roimey. 

The  defendant  appears  to  be  one  of  those  swindlers^ 
which  have  of  late  infested  the  country,  and  the  plain- 
tiff one  of  those  simj^  ones  who  has  been  duped  by 
him. 

The  justice  c^  the  cause  will  incline  the  Court  to 
decide  in  &vour  of  the  |dainti£  A  contrary  decision 
will  go  to  encourage  the  swindler,  and  to  support 
and  protect  him  in  his  unrighteous  gains. 

If  the  cause  is  decided  against  us,  it  cannot  be 
upon  principles  of  justice  simply  considered,  but 
upon  those  considerations  of  public  policy,  undei-  the 
influence  of  which  Courts  of  Law  are  often  obliged 
to  trench  on  the  common  requirements  of  justice,  to 
turn  a  deaf  ear  to  the  cries  of  an  injured  suitor,  and 
to  sacri£ce  individual  interest  to  the  general  good. 

Hence  the  maxim,  that  ex  maieficio  non  oritur 
contractus^  et  in  pari  delicto  potior  est  conditio  dc- 
Jendentis  ;  upon  which  we  imagine  principal  reliance 
will  be  had  by  our  opponents.  But  in  the  applica* 
tion  of  this  maxim  of  juridical  policy,  a  distinction  is 
made  between  contracts  executed^  and  contracts  exe- 
cuifirtf. 
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BMnurA  If  an  illegal  omtract  be  executed,  thephintift'  caa. 

Cnae.       not  rccover;  for  tuttc  potior  est  conditio  de/endentis. 

.         But  in  a  contract  executory,  if  illegal,  the  jdaiatiff 

may  recover ;  for  the  contract  not  being  perfected  in 

contemplation  of  law,  the  conslderalion  is  done  away, 

and  the  illegality  of  the  conttact  does  not  attach  itself 

,  to  the  j^clion  brought  for  the  vsdue  of  th^  property 

advanced. 

In  the  present  case,  the  contract  being^  merely  exe» 
cutory,  the  [^intiff  does  not  go  to  recoirer  for  the 
breach  of  the  illegal  contract,  but  for  the  value  of  his 
property  in  the  hands  of  the  defendant ;  not  fidr  the 
base  money,  but  for  the  watch,  horses,  and  current 
money,  eloigned  by  the  defendant* 

Tliis  position,  that  the  contract  was  merely  execu- 
tory, will  answer  our  purpose  to  take  our  client  out 
of  the  general  rule  above  recited.  We  might  indeed 
go  further,  and  shew,  from  the  case  of  Wilkimon  v. 
Kitchen^  1  Ld*  Baym.  p.  89.  in  the  case  of  the  Neuh 
gate  solicitor,  that  money  received  upon  illegal  con* 
tract  may  be  recovered  back,  though  the  contract 
had  been  completely  executed.  But  we  shall  only  in- 
sist on  the  distinction  between  contracts  executory 
and  those  executed. 

In  the  case  of  Lacaweade  v.  fyiiite^  tried  before 
Lord  Kenyon  at  JStsi  Frms^  Esphiasse^s  Reports  €f 
uays  c^ut  p.  Cases  at  Nisi  Friusy  vol.  2.  p.  630,  631.  and  after* 

wards,  on  motion  to  set  aside  the  verdict  decided  in 
the  Court  of  King's  Bench,  Dtarnf.  £sP  East,  p.  535. 
we  find  this  distinction  fully  recognised.  The  decla- 
ration in  this  case  stated,  that  in  consideration  ihst 
the  plaintiff  had,  on  tiie  11th  day  of  January ^  in  the 
year  of  oiu*  Lord  1797,  paid  the  defendant  the  sum 
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(^  lOOL  he  agreed  to  pay  to  the  plaintiff  the  sum  of  Bamaid 
30OL  if  articles  fbrming  the  basis  of  a  peace,  and  Cnme.  . 
signed  by  official  characters,  by  which  hostilities 
would  cease  and  would  -not  recommence,  were  no* 
settled  between  England  and  France,  on  or  before 
die  11th  of  September  J  1797.  Plea  of  nan  assumpHL 
Gibbsj  counsel  for  the  defendant,  acknoT\4ed||ed  this 
to « be  an  illegal  transaction,  and  quoted  the  maxim, 
m  pari  deheto  potior  est  conditio  defendentis  ;  but  in- 
sisted that  the  contract  had  been  executed  and  the 

• 

wager  lost.  He  conceded,  that  if  it  had  been  execU'^ 
tory  the  plaintiff  might  have  recovered  back  his  mo- 
ney, and  said  the  point  was  so  decided  in  the  case  of 
Lowry  v.  Bourdieu,  Doug.  467.  and  there  was  a  ver» 
diet  fcM-  the  plaintiff  for  the  100/.  with  Kberty  for  the 
defendant  to  move  to  set  it  aside,  and  have  a  nonsuit 
entered. 

In  the  Court  of  King's  Bench,  on  the  argument 
upon  this  motion;  the  Court  refused  the  rule.  Oibbs 
took  the  same  distinction  between  cases  of  this  sort 
where  the  contract  was  executed  and  where  it  was 
executory,  and  admitted,  that  where  the  wager  is  il- 
legal either  party  may  recover  back  his  deposit  so 
long  as  the  contract  remains  executory.  But  the 
Court  said  it  was  more  consonant  to  the  principles  of 
sound  policy  and  justice,  that  where  money  has  been 
paid  upon  an  illegal  consideration,  it  may  be  reco- 
vered back  again  by  the  party  who  has  thus  impro- 
perly paid  it,  than  by  denjring  the  remedy  to  give 
effect  to  the  illegal  contract,  and  referred  to  the  case 
of  Cotton  V.  TYmrlandj  5  Dumf.  \i  East,  p.  405.  and 
though  it  will  appear  that  this  case,  which  we  shall 
read,  was  decided  upon  another  pomt,  yet  thedi^ 
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Banuod  tiiictioa  between  coutnicts  execntoiy  and  executed, 
Cnme.  it  is  evident,  wa3  considered  by  all  the  learned  counsel 
"  to  be  sound,  although  the  Bench  had  no  occasion  to 

express  an  opinion  upon  it ;  for  it  is  evident  in  that 
case,  as  b  too  common  in  our  own  Courts,  the  JEif- 
ghsh  gentlemen  of  the  bar  indsted  very  zeakmaly  and 
argued  very  profoundly  upon  points  which  the  Bench 
considered  of  no  importance  in  the  decision  of  die 
cause. 

But  a  question  will  arise,  whedier  the  present  par- 
ties are  in  pari  delicto. 

In  the  case  of  Clark  v.  Shee  and  Johnson^  reported 
by  Cawpevj  p.  200.  Lord  Mansfield  observed,  that 
there  are  two  sorts  cS  prohibitions  enacted  by  po^tive 
law  in  respect  of  contracts : 

First.  To  protect  weak  or  necessitous  men  from 
being  overreached,  defrauded  or  oppressed.  There 
the  rule,  in  pari  deHeto  potior  est  conditio  defendentis^ 
does  not  hold,  and  an  action  will  lie,  because,  where 
the  defenda49t  imposes  upon  the  plaintiff,  it  is  not  par 
delictum. 

His  Lordship  instances  the  case  of  Smith  v.  Brom- 
ley^ coram  Lord  Mansfield,  1760.  Bull.  JV.  P.  132. 
This  is  a  mistake  in  the  page ;  it  should  be  1 38.  The 
case  in  BuUer  is,  that  the  plaintiff's  brother  being  a 
bankrupt,  an  agent  for  one  of  the  creditors  told  her, 
that  for  money  his  client  would  sign  the  certificate. 
She  gave  40/.  The  certificate  was  signed.  She 
brought  assumpsit,  and  recovered. 

We  may  add  the  case  of  a  usurious  contract.  The 

usury  may  be  recovered  back,  because  die  defendant 

is  not  par  delictum.   He  who  pays  the  usury  is  op« 

.  pressed,  and  the  law  makes  an  allowance  for  the  pres* 
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^urc  of  hk  cirGumstaiiGes,  and  to  deny  the  borrower      Bwii«4 
redress  would  be  to  sanction  the  'ditgid  contract  oi       Cnmc 
the  usurer.  -i— — ^» 

In  the  present  case  it  is  obvioos,  that  the  State  is 
infested  by  a  hcH-de  of  vilbins  wiiose  business  is  to 
prey  upon  the  weak  and  the  credulous ;  men  who 
brii^  widi  them  from  elder  countries  an  adroitness 
in  the  crooked  arts  of  circumvention  which  is  an 
«ver-match  fer  the  simplicity  of  our  infant  state  of 
socieQr,  By  one  of  these  our  client  has  been  imposed 
upon.  It  is  true  the  verdict  says  that  the  money  he 
was  to  receive  was  to  be  base ;  and  it  is  dl>vious> 
from  the  sum  jMXjposed  to  be  paid  by  the  defendant, 
Compared  with  the  estimated  value  of  the  chattels  de« 
livered  by  the  plaintiflP,  it  was  so*  But  this  does  not 
conclude  that  our  client  so  considered  it.  Thai  plau^ 
sible  lubricious  language,  which  could  entice  our« 
elient  to  a  contract  of  this  nature,  m^t  easily  blind 
him  to  the  true  value  of  the  money*  It  is  true  ii  is 
difficult  to  conceive  how  the  plaintiff  could  sq  view  it« 
But  who  shall  set  bounds  to  the  weakness  and  cie^  " 
dulity  of  man?  Does  not  every  day  present  instances 
of  equal  credulity  in  men  far  superior  in  sagacity  to 
our  client  f  Who  is  there  that  has  not  some  time  in 
his  life  been  egregiously  duped.  Even  the  learned 
world  has  its  dupes,  and  philosophers  are  persiraded 
to  credit  the  marvellous  and  impossible,  while  men 
of  common  minds  and  common  acquirements  won- 
der at  their  credulity. 

Shall  it  be  said  then,  that  diese  parties  are  in  pari 
delicto?  that  cunning  and  simplicity  are  on  par  ? 

The  question  now  is,  and  it  is  a  question  of  mag* 
aitude,  whether  it  is  good  policy  to  apply  the  nuaum    ^ 
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tiUnpari  de&cto,  hfc  to  cases-of  liiis  sort,  ia  oar  pre* 
Cnne.       Sent  State  of  society ;  whether  the  Court,  by  deciding 
against  the  plaintiiF,  will  in  effect  confinii  these  de* 
ceptive  contracts,  and  suffer  the  swindier  to  triuoiph 
in  his  unjust  gains,  or  whether  they  will  consider  the 
plaintiff  as  a  weak  and  oppressed  man,  and  by  de- 
ciding in  his  favour  break  the  net  of  the  foider  aod 
set  the  captive  free,  and  teach  these  curaiing  marau- 
ders on  society,  that  the}'  must  be  brougte  to  a  stnck 
account  for  their  crooked  practices,  wad  be  oU%ed 
to  disgcMTge  their  prey.    This  is  a  question  of  policy  i 
and  if  it  has  been  thought  proper  to  deno^  men  redress 
in  the  Courts  of  Law  on  the  £uhire  of  an  illegal  con* 
tract  in  certain  cases,,  on  account  of  the  operajdon  it 
might  have  on  society,  it  is  well  deservli^  of  coosi* 
deration  what  will  be  the  effect  in  our  stale  oi  society, 
,  to  suffer  the  swindler  to  be  protected  by  law  in  the 
possession  of  the  property  swindled ;  for  we  can  see 
no  distinction  in  effect  between  protecting  the  swin- 
dler collaterally^  or  by  solemn  decision  affirming  Ysis 
right  to  prosecute  his  base  contracts* 

But  if  the  parties  should  be  considered  m  pari  de-^ 
iicfo^  and  the  distinction  we  have  taken  between  cod* 
ti  acts  exccutoty  and  contracts  executed,  is  not  sound 
or  is  inapplicable  to  this  case,  it  will  bring  us  to  the 
consideration  of  our  second  position. 

Vtrfmmi  Stat        That  the  vcrdict  finds  the  contract  to  have  beea 
v6i.  1.  p.  343.     ^^^  jjj  ^  s^^  Qf  j^r^  York,    lliis  takes  it  out 

of  our  statute  against  swindling,  and  of  our  statute 
against  passing  counterfeited  money. 

It  does  not  appear  that  there  is  any  statute  against 

,   crimes  of  this  kind  in  the  State  of  New^  Ycrk^  and 

the  commission  of  them  b  certainly  no  crime  at  com* 


•  ■ ■  ■    ■  » 
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mon  law.    But  if  there  are  any  such  statutes  in  that      Bamaid 
State,  an  illegal  act  done  contrary  to  ihe  laws,  and        Cruie 
within  another  State,  is  not  to  be  drawn  into  question  ■ 

here* 

By  the  Court  The  Court  do  not  incline  to  hear 
this  point  argued.  There  is  an  existing  statute  in  the 
State  of  New-York  against  passing  counterfeited 
coins,  passed  7th  of  February^  1788.  If  no  such  sta 
tute  existed,  we  presume  it  would  have  been  conai* 
dered  there  as  a  crime  at  common  law.  The  passing 
base  money  knowingly  carries  fraud  of  the  basest 
kind  upon  the  face  of  it.  It  is  against  good  morals, 
which  are  the  bams  of  the  common  law.  An  act  il* 
legal  and  fraudulent  by  the  common  law  carries  widi 
it  its  turpitude  whenever  it  is  brought  into  view  of  a 
Court  of  Justice, 

Coek.     We  shall  then  proceed  to  establish  our 
third  position. 

•  That  if  there  are  general  counts  and  a  special 
count  in  a  declaration,  the  plaintiff  may,  if  he  fails  of 
maintaining  his  special  count,  safely  rely  on  his  ge- 
neral counts* 

.  In  the  case  of  Clark  v.  Shee  and  Johnsony  already 
read,  there  was  a  special  count  and  several  money 
counts.  In  speaking  of  these  general  counts,  upon 
^  point  whether  the  plaintiff  could  maintain  thi$ 
action  upon  them.  Lord  Mansfield  observed,  that  the 
general  indebitatus  assumpsit  is  a  liberal  action  in  the 
nature  of  a  bill  in  equity;  and  if  under  the  circum- 
stances of  the  case  it  appears  d^at  the  defendant  con*    , 
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Baratid      not  in  conscieiv^e  retain  whal  is  the  subject  mattw  of 
Cnne.       it,  the  plaintiff  oiay  and  will  support  thift  action. 

"  Let  the  iuquiiy  in  tlie  present  case  be,  can  the  <le- 
fendant  in  good  conscience  retain^  the  pr<^rty  re- 
ceived from  the  plaintiff? 

In  the  case  of  Lacaussade  v.  fThite^  alrea^  cited, 
there  was  a  special  count,  setting  forth  the  wager. 
The  declaration  also  contained  the  common  mOnej 
counts.  On  the.  trial  at  JVisi  Priw^  upon  the  qpeo- 
ing  of  th^  case.  Lord  Kenyan  ad^ed  the  plaintiff's 
counsel  if  the  w^ger  in  question  was  not  of  the  de- 
scription of  those  \vhidi  could  not  si;ff>ort  an  «^ob 
as  being  contrary  to  the  policy^  of  the  stite. 
.  Garrow^  for  the  plaintiff,  admitted  the  force  of  his 
Loidship's  objection,  that  the  ^cial  coont  cQukl  not 
be  maintained,  but  contended  that  he  could  recover 
the  100^  paid  by  him  in  the  count  for  money  had  and 
received ;  and  the  plaintiff  had  a  verdict  on  the  money 
counts,  which  was  afterwards  affirmed  in  the.  King's 
Bench. 

In  the  present  case  we  contend  that  the  special 
«ount  will  lie ;  but  if  we  are  inc<»T^t,  tlie  f^nend 
counts  will  su|^rt  a  decision  in  our  favour,  on  the 
facts  found  by  the  special  verdict ;  for  our  acti<m  is. 
iK>t  brought,  as  in  the  case  of  Jjocamsade  and  fFkUe^ 
to  enforce  an  illegal  contract,  but  merely  to  recover 
back  property  advanced  upon  a  mere  executory  am* 
tract ;  and  this  reminds  n^  of  an  observation  I  had 
intended  to  have  made,  that  where  a  cootraict  is  ever 
so  illegal,  while  it  is  merely  executory  or  in  trtnrntu^ 
either  party  may  rescind  th^  contract,  and  have  h^ 
action  to  recover  back  the  property  which  he  may 
have  advanced  in  the  cpurse  of  the  traffic.    We  £ud 
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this  doetrine  kod  down  in  the  case  of  Cotton  v.  7W-      Bmani 

V 

ktmL    Our  client,  by  instituting  the  present  suit,  has       Cnme. 
given  plenary  evidence  of  his  rescinding  the  contract, 
which  was  only  ^xecutoiy. 

We  therefore,  on  all  these  points,  rest  assured  of  a 
decision  in  our  favour. 

Daniel  Cfupnum^  contra.  The  contract  upon  which 
the  action  is  founded,  as  disclosed  by  the  special  ver^ 
diet,  is,  that  the  watch,  horses,  fcc  delivered  by  the 
plaintiff  to  the  defendant,  were  to  be  paid  for  by  die 
bltcr  to  double  the  amount  of  their  estimated  vahie 
in  counterfeit  money. «  What  foOows  in  the  verdict 
is  mere  surplusage. 

'  The  x}ue^lion  is,  can  this^contract  be  enforced  ?  or 
on  its  failure  can  the  money  or  property  advanced  be 
recovered  back? 

if  we  had  no  aotfaorities  to  guide,  and  no  axioms 
of  the  English  jurists  to  enlighten  us,  we  should  all 
see  that  there  is  something  wrong  in  the  very  idea  of 
a  Court  of  Justice  eirfbroing  an  immoral  contract. 

If  two  burglers,  after  having  robbed  a  house, 
should  disagree  as  to  die  division  of  the  spoil,  and 
one  should  bring  his  action  against  the  other  to  re- 
cover his-  share  of  ^  booty,  the  entire  voice  of  com- 
munity would  be  against  sustaining  such  action.  It 
may  be  said  this  is  a  strong  case.  True :  but  the 
maxims  of  the  EngUsh  law,  ex  dob  mah  nan  oritur 
actio^  ft  ex  malefieio  non  oritur  contractus^  et  in  pari 
deReto  potior  eH  condiiio  defindentis  out  possidentis^ 
cover  the  present  case  equalty  with  that  I  have  put. 

It  is  said  a  distinction  is  made  between  an  illegal 
flomract  executoiy  or  executed ;  diat  in  the  former 
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Barnard  casc  an  action  will  lie  to  recover  back  property  ad- 
Crane.  vunccd  On  an  illegal  contract,  and  therefore  this  is  an 
excq>tion  to  the  general  rules ;  and  yet  iti  the  esse  rf 
Tompkins  v.  Barnet^  1  Scdk.  p»  22.  the  contracts  ap- 
pear  to  have  been  executory,  but  the  Court  ruled, 
that  the  action  would  not  lie ;  and  Trebyy  Chief  Jus- 
tice,  observed,  that  where  a  man  pays  money  on  a 
mistake  in  an  account,  or  where  one  pays  money 
under  or  by  a  mere  deceit^  it  is  reasonable  he  should 
have  his  money  again ;  but  where  one  knowingly 
pays  money  upon  an  illegal .  oonstdemtion,  the  party 
&at  recovers  it  ought  to  be  punished  for  his  defence^ 
and  the  party  who  pays  it  is  partiaeps  crimmisy  and 
Aiere  is  no  reason  he  should  have  his  money  again, 
for  he  parted  with  it  freely,  and  volenti^  iionfit  in- 

The  intent  and  application  of  this  prineipk  is 
clearly  expressed  by  Lord  Mansfield  in  delivering 
his  opinion  in  the  case  of  Holman  et  oL  v.  Johnson^ 
alias  Newlandy  in  Cawper^s  JReportSj  p.  343. 

^^  The  objection  that  a  contract  is  immoral  or  iln 
legal  as  between  plaintiff  and  defendant,  sounds  at  all 
times  very  ill  in  the  mouth  of  the  defendant  It  is 
not  for  his  sake,  however,  that  the  objection  is  ever 
allowed,  but  it  is  founded  in  general  principles  of 
policy,  which  the  defendant  has  the  advantage  of, 
contrary  to  real  justice,  as  between  him  and  the 
plaintiff,  by  accident,  if  I  may  so  say.  The  principle 
of  policy  is  this,  ex  dolo  mah  nan  oritur  actio*  No 
Court  will  lend  its  aid  to  a  man  who  founds  his  cause 
of  action  upon  an  immoral  or  an  illegal  act.  If  from 
the  plaintiff's  own  stating  or  otherwise,  the  cause  of 
action  appear  to  arise  ex  turpi  cauta,  or  the  tranfrt 
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gressioa  of  a  positive  law  of  the  country,  there  the      Bamwd 
Court  says  he  hafi  no  right  to  be  assisted.     It  is  upon       Cnne. 
that  ground  the  Court  goes,  not  for  the  sake  of  the  -~— — — ^ 
defieodant^  but  because  tlK^y  will  not  lend  their  aid  to 
such  a  plaintiff*  So  ifthe.plaintiffand  defendant  were 
to  change  sides,  and  the  defendai^  was  to  bring  his 
Bction  against  the  plaintiff,  the  latter  would  then  have 
the  advant^  of  it;  for  where  both  are  equally  in 
fault,  potior  est  conditio  defendentisJ*^  » 

The  question  in  this  case  is  the  same  with  that 
now  under  consideration.  Is  the  plaintiff's  demand  * 
founded  upon  the  ground  of  any  immoral  act  or  con- 
tract,  or  upon  the  ground  of  his  being  guilty  of  any 
thing  which  is  prohibited  by  a  positive  law  of  this 
country* 

Can  there  exist  a  doubt  that  the  plaintiff's  action 
is  grounded  upon  an  immoral  act  ?  that  he  entered 
into  an  illegal  contract,  expressly  prohibited  by  the 
statute  law  of  this  State  ?  If  he  had  received  the  base 
coin  which  he  contracted  to  receive,  would  it  not 
have  b^en  highly  criminal  in  him  if  he  had  'passed  it 
to  others?  and  this  must  have  been  his  design  in 
contracting  for  it  Would  it  not  have  exposed  him 
to  infamous  punishment* 

If  the  contract  is  founded  upon  an  immoral  act,  or 
tf  pon  the  ground  of  doing  any  thing  prohibited  t^ 
positive  law,  it  is  of  no  importance  whether  execu- 
tory or  executed.  Here  the  contract  was  both  malum 
prohibitum  and  malum  in  se.  Therefore  the  cases 
cited  by  the  gentleman  opposing  do  not  apply. 

The  case  of  Lacaussade  v.  fFhite^  in  which  a  ver- 
dict was  taken  for  the  plaintiff,  and  affirmed  in  the 
Court  t)f  King's  Bench,  exhibits  a  contract  neither 
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loMoi      malum  profubitum  at  in  se.   It  was  a  wager  ttboui  « 

Crane.       pcace  between  England  and  France^  and  Lord  £»i* 

"'~"~"**~  yon  declared^  that  it  turned  on  a  matter  of  public  po- 

licy.  And  here  the  question  was  properly  made, 
whether  the  contract  was  executory  or  executed ;  for 
his  Lordship  exjMiessly  declared,  that  if  the  contract 
was  malum  in  sey  the  money  could  not  be  recovered 
back. 
,  It  is  said  that  the  phintiff  is  not  par  dtUctum.   It 

is  true,  that  in  contracts  made  in  breach  of  certain 
*  penal  statutes,  whidi  give  a  penalty  against  'only  one 
of  the  contracting  parties,  bodi  are  not  considered  m 
pari  delicto:  as  in  case  of  usury,  and  in  case  of  money 
advanced  by  the  relation  of  a  bankrupt,  extcHted  by 
a  creditor  for  signing  the  bankrupt's  certificate,  Doi^. 
£97.  and  the  case  of  Jacques  v.  Oolightfy^  2  Black. 
Rep.  1073.  where  the  plaintiff  brought  his  acdon  to 
recbver  back  i»^miums  advanced  by  him  for  insuring 
lottery  tickets ;  and  so  m  Jacques  v.  fFithy^  1  H. 
Black.  65.  Here  the  parties  were  not  m  pari  delicto. 
The  penal  statutes  had  distinguished  the  criminal  by 
subjecting  him  only  to  the  penalty,  and  considered 
the  other  party  as  oppressed  or  overreached,  and  the 
acts  were  merely  mala  prohibtta;  but  where  the  act 
or  contract  is  malum  in  se^  the  parties  are  both  consi- 
dered m  pari  delictOj  and  the  maxim  applfes  widi 
force,  ex  dolo  malo  turn  oritur  actio. 

Of  the  case  of  the  Newgate  solicitor,  cited  from 
Lord  Raymondy  we  have  but  a  sh(»t  note,  and  doubts 
may  arise  whether  the  case  is  correcdy  reported.  It 
certainly  is  not  much  relied  upon  in  subsequent  cases 
•f  the  same  nature. 
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It  is  said»  if  the  verdict  caoiiot  be  decided  in  favour 
0f  the  plaintiff  upon  the  q>ccial  it  may  on  the  monej 
counts.    But  it  remains  to  be  shewn,  that  the  prin-  "^ 
cipks  we  have  advanced  do  not  apply  to  the  entire 
declaration. 

It  is  said)  that  an  illegal  contract  may  be  rescinded 
while  in  trandtu.  But  whoi  did  the  phmtiff  rescind  ? 
When  he  despaired  of  receiving  the  base  money.  Is 
this  repentance  or  disappointment  ? 

The  only  question  which  can  be  made  in  lltta 
cause,  is,  whether,  in  our  state  of  society,  it  will  be 
most  eligible^  as  a  principle  of  public  policy,  to  adt 
here  to  the  maxim  which  requires  all  suitcx^  to  come 
into  Court  with  clean  hands,  of  to  abandon  it,  and 
have  our  Courts  descend  from  the  dignified  bench  d[ 
morals  and  justice,  to  hear  and  adjust  the  immoral 
claim^s  of  the  profligate ;  whether  it  is  preferable  to 
teach  our  citizens  to  beware  criminal  contracts '  by 
letting  them  know,  that  if  they  are  duped  by  their  ^ 
coii4;)anioQS  in  vice,  they  must  look  for  no  redress 
from  the  laws  of  their  country,  or  to  assure  them  that 
they  may  safely  enter  into  the  most  criminal  con-* 
tracts ;  for  though  they  have  been  violating  the  laws, 
and  plotting  against  the  honest  part  of  community, 
yet,  if  they  fail  in  their  villanous  designs,  the  law, 
with  a  view  to  punish  their  accomplices,  will  give 
them  as  ample  recompense  as  if  they  had  been  honest 
and  injured. 

How  this  question  ought  to  be  determined  I  have 
no  doubt,  and  I  believe  the  Court  have  none. 

Walker^  in  addition,  merely  read  the  case  of  ff^ab^ 
ker  V.  PagCi  3  Burr.  p.  1568. 
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BMiiMd  Cephas  Smithy  Junior,  in  reply.    We  have  neitber 

Crane.  inclinaiion  or  occasion  to  ccxitest  the  niaxim,  in  pari 
''  delicto  puior  est  eondiiio  defendentis;  but  we  consider 

our  case  not  to  be  within  it. 

It  appears,  where  the  contract  b  execut<»y  the 
maxim  does  not  apply. 

We  have  shewn  a  case  where  the  iU^;al  contract 
was  even  executed^  and  the  money  was  recovered 
back ;  but  it  is  said  there  is  but  a  short  note  of  this 
case  from  Lord  RaymoruPs  Reports,  and  that  the 
case  has  been  lightly  esteemed  in  subsequent  de- 
cisions. 

As  to  the  brevity  of  the  case,  there  is  suflicieDt  re- 
ported to  shew  both  its  nature  and  the  princifrfe  which 
governed  its  decision ;  and  so  far  from  diis  case  hav- 
ing been  lightly  esteemed  in  more  recent  decisions, 
in  tlie  case  of  Cotton  v.  Thurland^  tried  in  the  King's 
Bench,  1793,  Judge  Grose,  in  giving  hb  opinion,  de- 
clared expressly,  that  though  he  had  subscribed  to 
an  adverse  decision  determined  at  Nisi  Prius  by  Ifil' 
son,  Justice,  yet  he  was  governed  in  this  case  by  the 
case  cited  from  Lord  Raymondy  (which  it  appears 
was  this  same  case  of  JVilkinson  v.  Kitchen^)  and  by 
BuUer^s  Nisi  Priusy  which  we  haye  also  read  in  the 
opening. 

Whilst  the  case  of  Tompkins  v.  Bamety  ciled  by 
Mr.  Chipman  from  1  Salk.  is  reprobated  by  Lord 
Mansfield  in  the  case  of  Clark  v.  Shee  and  Johnson. 
His  Lordship's  words  are,  '*  The  case  of  Tompkins  v. 
Bamet  has  been  long  exploded.  In  BosanfUet  v. 
Dasltwoody  Lord  Hardwicke  and  Lord  Talbot  both 
declared  their  disapprobation  of  it."   Lord  Man^eld 
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aiao  said,  "  th^  case  had  been  denied  a  thousBnd      Bwnard 
times/' 

The  principle  is,  that  where  an  illegal  contract  h  "*" 

entered  into,  while  it  is  executory  either  party  may 

* 

rescind  it,  and  maintain  an  action  to  recover  back  the 
money  or  property  advanced  upon  it. 

This  seems  to  be  a  principle  borrowed  from  the 
divine  law :  when  a  man  sins  against  the  law  of  hifi 
country,  he  shall  have  a  time  for  repentance  and 
amendment.  A  man  may  hastily,  thoi^hdessly,  or 
ignorantly  infringe  the  law,  and  upon  reflection  wish 
to  rectify  his  error.  The  law  encourages  such  whole- 
sorpe  resoludons,  and  allows  him  a  term  to  carry 
them  into  effect,  to  wit,  from  the  time  of  entering 
into  the  oxitract  until  it  is  compktely  executed. 

But  it  is  said  that  there  is  no  time  allowed  {or  re- 
sdnding  a  contract  malum  in  se.  But  the  contract 
malum  in  se  and  a  contract  malum  prohibiUan  are  pot 
upon  the  same  footing  in  the  books,  and  no  good 
reason  can  be  shewn  why  a  man  may  not  rescind 
one  as  well  as  the  other.  If  the  contract  be  immoral, 
the  contractor  has  a  greater  obligation,  and  the  law 
ought  to  hold  out  as  great  an  inducement,  and  give 
as  liberal  an  opportunity  for  him  to  repent  and  re- 
scind it,  as  if  the  contract  was  merely  prohibited  by 
the  statute  law. 

It  is  said  the  plaintiff  did  not  rescind  until  disap- 
pointed of  receiving  the  base  money.  The  plaintiff's 
motives  to  rescind  the  contract,  are  not  now  to  be 
inquired  into.  The  law  looks  in  these  cases  to  a 
mon's  acts,  not  to  his  motives.  The  law  has  pointed 
out  his  day  of  grace,  to  wit,  while  the  contract  is  in 
transitu^  and  he  has  rescinded  within  this  term. 
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Bwnutfd  W^  consider  with  the  gentleman,  that  the  grant 

Cr«ne.       qucstiofl  in  the  present  case  is,  to  what  extent  die 
'  maxim,  ex  malefieio  non  oritur  cmtraetusy  ef  in  pari 

delicto  potior  est  conihiio  defendenHs^  ^bail  be  afiplkd 
in  our  state  of  society'.  Protesting,  howevo*,  thti 
our  client  is  not  par  delictum  vvkh  the  defendaiit ;  fan 
we  find  numerous  cases  in  tiie  books  where  the  con- 
•iractors  to  an  illegal  contract,*  even  immorally  iUegat, 
as  in  tlie  case  cited  by  Sir  Bartlwlomew  Shofwers,  in 
the  case  of  fVilkinson  v.  Kiteheny  where  a  bribe  was 
given  to  a  custom-house  officer,  arp  not  considered 
in  pari  delicto. 

The  principle  seems  to  be,  that  wheve  one  of  the 
jparties  to  an  illegal  contract  is  oppressed  or  over* 
reached,  the  law  makes  an  allowance  for  human 
frailty,  and  lends  its  aid  to  protect  him  who  b  thus 
oppressed  or  overreached,  provided  he  rescinds  the 
illegal  contract  before  it  is  fully  executed* 

To  bring  thi^  home  to  cor  own  state  of  socie^. 
It  is  obvious  a  horde  of  swindlers  are  daily  employed 
in  overreaching  the  ignorant  and  credulous,  by  some- 
times advancing,  but  oftener  promising  to  give  them 
money,  which  they  have  the  address  to  persuade  sim- 
ple people  is  as  good  as  current  coin,  and  thiis  enticing 
them  to  part  with  the  acquirement  of  their  honest  in- 
dustry, to  the  great  and  frequent  impoveridunent  of 
their  families.    The  Legislature  have  passed  an  espe- 
cial act  against  such  nefarious  and  ruinous  practicer; 
but  it  has  not  cured  the  evil,  and  we  consider  and 
trust,  that  the  Court  will  consider,  chat  <lie  last,  best, 
and  ouly  uiesusure  to  be  adopted  to  <dieck  such  per- 
nicious practices,  is  to  force  euch  swindlers  t<v  refund 
their  ill-gotten  gains. 
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Let  then  the  maxim  of  the  common  law  be  pre- 
served m  fuU  force  as  a  general  rule,  but  suffer  the 
plaintiff's  case  to  be  an  exception  to  it,  considering 
the  decision  as  grounded  on  the  present  state  of  so- 
cie^,  and  the  peculiar  circumstances  of  the  imposi- 
tion practised  upon  him. 
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Barnard 

V. 

Crane. 


Judgment  for  the  'defendant,  and  costs< 
Chief  Judge  dissenting. 


The 


Cephas  Smithy  Junior,  and  John  Cook^  for  the 
plaintiff. 

Daniel  Chipman  and  Samuel  Walker ^  for  the  de- 
fendant. 


REQULM  GENEBALES. 


Supreme  Court  of  Judicature^  Addison  County y  Au-^ 

gust  Term,  A.  D.  1790. 

IT  is  ordered  by  the  Court,  that  after  the  present 
circuit,  all  actions  cognisable  before  this  Court  shall 
be  entered  on  the  first  day  of  the  sitting  of  the  Courts 
and  not  after. 

By  order  of  Court, 

N.  Brush,  Clerk. 

Note.  In  the  practice  under  this  rule,  a  party  is 
allowed  to  enter  on  any  other  day  with  special  leave 
of  the  Court,  who  will  see  that  the  adverse  party  is 
not  prejudiced ;  as  in  the  case  of  Bennet  v.  Whitney. 


Supreme  Court  qf  JutRcature,  Chittenden  County^ 
August  Term,  A.  D.  1791. 

IT  is  ordered  by  the  Court,  that  all  causes  brought 
to  this  Court  by  appeal  from  any  County  Court,  shall 
be  heard,  tried  and  determined  upon  the  pleadings 
in  the  Court  below,  unless  one  of  the  parties  in  the 
Court  below  shall  think  he  has  missed  his  plea,  repli* 
cation,  rejoinder,  &c.  in  which  case  the  party  so  miss- 
ing his  plea,  replication,  rejoinder,  &c.  shall  have  lj< 
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berty  to  alter  or  amend  the  same,  or  plead  de  novo  as 
the  case  may  be,  on  givii^  to  Ae  adverse  party  no- 
tice in  writing  of  such  alteration,  amendment,  or 
new  plea.  Sec.  at  the  time  of  granting  such  appeal,  or 
not  less  than  thirty  days  before  the  Court  to  which 
such  appeal  shall  be  entered. 

Provided  nevertheless,  on  the  first  or  second  day 
of  the  Court  sitting,  that  upon  motion  and  sufficient 
cause,  the  par^  who  shall  have  missed  his  plea,  re- 
plication, rejoinder,  &c.  and  not  given  notice  as  afore- 
said, shall  have  liberty  to  alter  or  amend  or  plead 
de  novo,  by  paying  down  to  the  adverse  party  such 
reasonable  costs  as  the  Court  shall  award  for  such 
neglect. 

By  order  of  Court, 

N.  Brush,  Clerk. 


Supreme  Court  of  Judicature^  Orange  County j  Sep- 
tember Term^  A.  D.  1791. 

IT  is  ordered  by  the  Court,  that  on  the  entry  of 
every  writ  (rf*  error,  the  plaintiff  in  error  shall  deliver 
to  the  Court  a  fsdr  copy  of  the  writ  of  error,  widi  the 
assignment  of  the  errors. 

And  whenever  an  issue  of  law  is  joined  on  special 

pleadings  in  any  cause,  the  palrty  demurring  shall  in 

like  manner  furnish  the  Court  with  a  fair  copy  of 

all  the  pleadings  in  the  cause,  on  his  filing  his  de- 

miurer* 

By  order  of  Court, 

N«  Brush,  Clerk. 
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M>ie.  In  the  practice  upon  the  second  member 
of  this  rule,  the  term  "  pleadings"  is  considered,  in  a 
more  extensive  sense  than  what  is  strictly  technical, 
and  is  construed  to  include  not  merely  those  matters  ^ 
which  come  after  the  declaration,  but  the  party  de- 
mutritig  is  always  bbliged  also  to  furnish  a  copy  of 
the  declaration,  and  even  of  the  writ  and  service, 
*  whenever  they  may  be  any  wise  drawn  into  question 
in  the  arguments  upon  the  demurrer. 


Supreme  Court  of  Judicature^    Chittenden  County, 

August  Terniy  A.  D.  1793. 

IT  is  ordered  by  the  Court,  that  after  the  present 
circuit,  all  motions  for  the  continuance  of  causes 
shall  be  made  on  the  first  day  of  the  sitting  of  the 
Court,  founded  on  affidavit  in  writing  of  the  person 
or  persons  in  whose  favour  the  motion  is  made,  or 
his  attorney ;  which  affidavit  shall  be  lodged  with  the 
Clerk  of  our  Court. 

By  order  of  Court, 

N.  Brush,  Clerk. 

Note.  Practice  imder  this  rule :  If  the  cause  for 
a  continuance  arises  after  the  first  day  of  the  term, 
or  was  not  known  to  the  party  at  that  time,  it  has 
been  considered  to  take  him  out  of  the  rule,  and  he 
may  file  his  affidavit  and  motion  afterwards. 


61 


48S  REGULJ:  GENERALE& 


Supreme  Court  of  Judicature^  Bennington  County^ 
February  Term,  A.  D.  1802. 

IT  is  ordered  by  the  Court,  that  the  Clerk  shall 
not  enter  any  action  upon  tlie  docket  of  the  Court 
until  the  appellant  or  appellants  shall  have  produced 
attested  copies  of  all  the  files  and  records  appertaining 
to  said  action,  agreeably  to  the  statute ;  and  in  all 
suits  originally  returnable  to  the  Court,  until  the  ori- 
ginal process  be  delivered  into  his  office,  unless  by 
special  direction  of  the  Court. 

IT  is  ordered  by  the  Court,  that  on  the  first  day  of 
every  stated  term,  the  Clerk  shall  exhibit  to  the 
Court,  for  their  inspection,  complete  records  of  the 
proceedings  thereof  regularly  made  up  to  the  time  of 
such  exhibition. 

IT  is  ordered  by  tlie  Court,  that  in  all  processes 
returnable  to  the  Court,  where  an  order  has  been 
made  by  the  Court  or  either  of  the  Judges  for  the 
publication  of  the  same  in  any  public  newspaper; 
upon  such  order  being  submitted  to  the  Clerk,  with 
the  doinf^s  of  the  party  thereon,  it  shall  be  the  duty 
of  the  Clerk  to  inspect  the  proceedings  as  to  such 
publioationv  and  the  Clerk's  certificate  that  he  has 
thus  in.spcctcd  such  proceedings^  and  that  the  same 
arc  in  purMuncc  of  such  order,  shall  be  received  by 
the  Court  u^  prima  jy.cit  evidence  that  such  order  has 
iKtrn  con^j  lud  with,  ar.d  tr.e  Clerk'  shall  receive 
t\\  c:\ty-fivc  CviUs  ss  a  fee  for  such  in^}ecuoD  and  ccr- 
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tificate,  to  be  paid  by  the  party  procuring  the  same 
to  be  done. 

IT  is  ordered  by  the  Court,  that  there  shall  be  paid 
to  the  Clerk  for  his  use,  fifty  cents,  as  a  fee  for  his  filing 
and  safe  keeping  each  affidavit  in  each  motion  in  ar- 
rest of  judgment,  motion  or  petition  for  a  new  trial, 
or  for  the  obtaining  a  continuance  in  any  action. 
By  order  of  Court, 

Samuel  Robinson,  Second  Clerk- 
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TO   THE 


PRINCIPAL   MATTERS 


Action.   • 

See  Conspiracy. 

An  action  of  indebitatus  iusumfnit  will  not 
lie  to  recover  the  interest  accruing  upon 
a  judgment  debt  during^  the  suspension 
of  the  execution  by  the  creditor.  Nor 
«an  the  plaintiff'  shew  an  express  pro- 
mise  to  pay  such  interest  under  a  ge- 
neral count.  Beedle  T.  Grant  and  Dar* 
iing.  433 

If  a  credit  given  is  voluntary^  subsequent 
to,  and  making  no  part  of  the  original 
contract,  it  may  at  any  time  be  retract- 
ed. Biit  if  it  make  any  part  of  the  ori- 
ginal contract,  it  is  so  material  a  part  of 
it,  that  if  an  action  be  brought  within 
the  time  limited  for  the  credit,  it  cannot 
legally  be  supported  unless  it  was  nr)t  a 
bona  fide  purchtile  by  the  vendee.  Fisher 
V.  JSrown,  405 

Debt  on  recognisance  entered  by  private 
Informer,  upon  motion  and  order  for  new 
bail  to  prosecute  a  complaint  before  a 
Justice  holding  a  Court  of  Inquiry,  will 
not  lie.  Mazen  et  ux.  y,  Stntth  attd  Cas' 
ttelL  105 

Se«  Tnuteei. 


6eneral  indebitatut  auutnptit  f<>r  work  and 
labour  done  will  not  lie  upon  a  promi.se 
made  by  the  defendant  to  pay  for  the 
work,  &c.  done  under  tl>e  contract  of 
another,  though  the  work,  &c.  was  doue 
upon  the  defendant's  buildings,  and  for 
his  eventual  benefit.  Sherman  v.  Stan- 
ton. 350 

lint  if  there  is  a  count  in  the  same  decla- 
ration for  money  had  and  rerieived,  and 
vertlict  for  the  plaintiff,  tUFCourt  will 
not  on  motion  set  it  aside ^^  it  appears 
that  subst.intial  justice  kftd  been  done 
between  the  parties-    HI.  •  ib. 

An  action  for  deceit  will  Upt  He  against  a 
purchaser  who  makes  false  liffirmations 
in  his  own  favour  in  order  to  obtain  a 
day  if  payment      Fisher  v.  Broton.      587 

An  action  will  not  lie  to  recover  back  mo- 
ney or  chatteU  advanced  upon  a  con- 
tract tthaluin  in  te.     Barnard  v.  Crane. 

457 

An  action  founded  on  tort  may  be  sustain- 
ed against  one  or  more  defendants  ;  and 
if  tw')  defendants  join  in  pleading  the 
•general  issue,  ami  the  Jury  find  one 
guilty  and  exculpate  ihe  other,  this  will 
be  no  cause  for  setting  aside  the  ver- 
dict.   Wright  v.  Cooper  and  Tousey.     425 
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Administrator. 

See  Insolvent  Estate. 

The  administrator  of  an  insolvent  estate 
may  shew  the  intesiaie^s  insanity  In  evi- 
dence in  avoidance  of  his  contract.  La- 
zell  V.  Pinnkk  and  Mauon,  Aum'rt  of 
Gilman.  %\7 

See  Freehold. 


Advertisement. 

See  Proprietor's  Taxes. 


Amendment. 

In  a  declaration  upon  a  libel,  if  the  plain- 
tilf  declares  qux  sequitur  in  his  vtrbis, 
the  minutest  variance  between  the  libel 
offered  in  evidence  and  the  declaration 
will  be  fatal.  But  if  this  exception  »» 
taken  on4rial  to  the  Jury,  the  Court  will 
on  motion  order  a  declai*ation  amend- 
ed rrutrpiter  upon  payment  of  costs. 
I{:irris  v.  Lavsrence  et  a£-  156 

After  jiKlg^ment  on  special  demurrer,  the 
Court  will  on  motion  order  the  declara- 
tion amended  o^^  payment  of  costs.  Aus- 
HnwDillt.  511 


Appellant. 

Allowed  tQ  enter  his  appeal  on  the  third 
day  of  tb(  term,  bein}^  retartled  by  Uie 
rigour  of  the  season.    Bennet  v.  Whitney. 

59 


Attachment. 

When  an  officer  attaches  a  chattel  and 
leaves  it  in  the  custody  of  the  debtor, 
he  so  far  loses  his  lien  upon  the  pro*' 
pertv  attached^  that  a  second  attach- 
ment or  bona  fide  purchase  shall  always 
enure  against  him^    Pomroy  v.  Kingtley. 

294 


Attendance. 


See  TrareU. 


Attorney. 

The  State  Attorney's  prerogpative  of  en- 
tering^ a  nolle  proseqtti  is  susfiended  while 
the  person  chai-^d  is  on  triaL  He  can- 
not then  enter  witiiout  leave  of  the 
Court.     State  v.  I.  S.  S-  ITS 

When  the  name  of  an  attorney  of  the 
Court  appears  f>n  the  record*  the  Court 
will  not  suffer  the  record  to  be  contro- 
verted.   Coit  et  al.  v.  Sheldon-  304 

If  a  party  has  been  injured  by  the  appear- 
ance  of  counsel  not  retained,  he  may 
have  iiis  remedy.    Id.  ib. 

Audita  querela. 

In  issuing-  a  writ  of  audita  querela^  the 
Judge  taking-  the  recognisance  most 
make  record  of  the  same  ;  but  it  is  siiffi. 
cient  that  he  minutes  on  the  writ,  **  that 
J.  B.  &c.  recognised  to  the  defendant 
in  the  sum  of  •»— —  dollars,  to  prosecute 
the  above  writ  in  due  form  oi  law,  be- 
fore," &c^    Tqft  V.  Tharp'*  M^rs,      291 

Auditors. 

When  three  auditors  have  been  appointed 
by  the  Court  to  audit  tlie  book  accounts 
of  parties,  and  report  is  made  by  twd  of 
th&m,  the  ^ourt  will  admit  parol  testi- 
mony to  shew  that  the  parties  a|creed  to 
proceed  before  tlie  two  in  the  absence 
of  the  third  auditor,  and  will  accept 
their  ceport.  Booth  v.  Tousey.  40r 

B 

Bail. 

Plaintiff  may  enter  himself  as  bail  for 
costs  of  prosecution  on  the  original  pro- 
cess in  civil  suits.    Adanu  v.  Davis.      3 

The  sheriff  shall  at  hTs  own  risk  take  such 
bail  for  prisoners  admitted  to  the  liber- 
ties of  Jhe  gaol  yard,  as  in  case  of  escape 
shall  be  sufficient  to  satisfy  a  judgment 
in  favour  of  the  creditor  in  money.  UdaU 
v.  Piee.  213 

In  action  on  the  case  a?ainst  the  sheriff 
for  taking  insufficient  bail,  a  non  err  re- 
turned by  the  sheriff *s  deputy  on  the 
execution  which  issued  upon  the  tci,fa. 
against  the  bail  ttiay  be  so  far  impeached 
as  that  the  sheriff  may  shew  in  his  de- 
fence under  the  general  isaue,  that  tb» 
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Bail  wu  of  sufficient  property  to  respond 
the  judg-TOtrnt  at  the  day  of  the  date  of 
such  execution.  Shervtood  v.  Pearl.  314 
Upon  the  surreflider  of  the  principal  by  his 
bMl  on  mesne  process  in  a  Justice's 
Court,  Uie  magistrate  can  order  him 
into  th|^  custody  of  a  proper  officer.  If 
none  such  be  present  he  can  appoint 
onet  who  may  detain  him  upon  the  parol 
order  of  the  magistrate,  v,  hilat  the  Jus- 
tice's Coui  t  continues  open ;  but  the  of- 
ficer cannot  justify  detaining  his  pri- 
soner one  moment  after  the  Court  is  ad- 
«jt>urned  with  or  without  day,  unless  he 
has  a  mittimus  from  the  justice*  AbtiU 
V.  Chipman.  377 

Bail-bond, 

A  promise  made  by  a  sberiflT  to  a  debtor 
within  the  liberties  of  the  prison,  '*  that 
if  he  escaped  be  wouki  not  sue  him  un- 
til  he  bad  prosecuted  the  bail,"  will  not 
operate  a  defeasance  of  the  bail-bond,  if 
tlie  principal  be  sued  at  the  same  time 
with  the  hail.  Jiice  v.  Pollard  et  al.    230 

Bar. 

See  ^i  tarn* 

In  a  plea  in  bat  to  debt  on  a  foreigfn  judg- 
ment»  it  is  necessary  to  ^ver  that  the 
judgm,ent  was  recovered  contrary  to  the 
lex  loci,    Waddams  v.  Burnham,  233 

See  Bond. 

A  promissory  note,  dated  6th  NovemAer, 
1787,  barred  in  six  years,  under  the  act 
of  the  10th  of  March,  1787,  taken  in 
connection  with  X\\e  act  of  the  28th  of 
October,  1790.  Bailey  r.  jRusmIL         334 

Betterments. 

Objections  to  a  declaration  for  better* 
nients  cannot  be  taken  in  opposition  to 
tlie  filing,  but  must  be  madft  in  the 
common  course  of  pleading  to  such  de- 
claration. Bingham,  ex  tlem-  Barlow  and 
Bradley,  v.  ihnitk.  287 

Bond. 

If  a  bond  be  executed  jointly  and  severally 
by  three,  and  alteration  is  made  in  it  by 
the  consent  of  two  of  the  obligors  in  the 
absence  of  tiie  third,  and  afterwards  the 


seal  and  signature  of  the  third  be  erased 
by  the  obligee  or  his  agent,  without  the 
consent  of  the  otliers,  the  bond  is  void. 
De^itey  v.  Bradbury,  186 

The  surreptitious  antedating  of  a  bond 
may  be  well  pleaded  in  bar.  Davis  v. 
Cole  amd  Mansfield.  362 

Book  Account. 

In  action  up<  n  promissory  note,  the  de- 
fendant having  paid  in  discharge  of  the 
note  sundry  aiaicles  of  merchandise,  tl)e 
common  subject  of  charge  on  book,  is 
not  obliged  to  file  his  book  account,  un- 
der tlie  93d  Sifiction  of  the  judiciary  act^ 
but  -may  shew  such  payment  imder  the 
general  issue.  Pierce  v.  Clart,  140 


Comparison  of  hand- writing. 

Comparison  of  hand-writings,  or  conces« 
sion  of  a  party  on  a  former  trial,  when 
not  attached  to  die  recoifd,  cannot  be 
given  in  evidence  whilst  the  subscribing 
witness  to  a  Contract  is  within  process. 
Pearl  v.  Allen,  4 

Complaint. 

On  complaint  for  the  non-entry  of  a  writ 
of  error,  the  interest  must  be  computed 
from  the  date  of  the  execution  on  the 
original  judgment.     Bellamy  v.  Q>r6an. 

372 
When  tlie  appellant  is  defaulted,  the  ap- 
pellee cannot  file  a  complaint  as  in  case 
of  non-entry  by  the  appellant,  and  thus 
recover  12  per  cent,  interest  as  increase 
of  damages,  but  must  take  his  debt  and 
usual  costs  in  the  action  appealed. 
Pearu  v.  Goddard.  37^ 

Confession. 

The  record  of  a  voluntary  confession  be- 
fore a  Justice,  and  payment  of  the  whole 
penalty,  may  be  pleaded  in  bar  to  an  ac- 
tion qui  tarn,     JSamilton  v.  Williamt, 

IS 

Conspiracy. 

Combination  to  entice  a  citizen  within  a 
foreign  jurisdiction  for  ^e  purpose  of 
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proctirinjr  him  to  be  anvKtecl  in  civil 
p''o<iej»'»  iH  a  tionable,  tliMii^h  the  debt 
fnr  which  h**  is  arrp<t<*d  n  justly  due 
Phelps  V.  GodJurd  and  Hitchcock,  iO 


Conveyance. 

See  Deed. 


Costs. 

Sec  Travel.    Ejectment. 

Upon  the  grantini^  of  a  new  trial,  ground- 
ed on  the  discovery  of  material  evi- 
dence, the  Court  will  not  tax  costs 
apfuinHt  the  adverse  party  from  the  com- 
mencement of  the  suit,  but  merely  those 
costs  which  have  accrued  after  ji^ntinfj 
the  new  trial.  /Toj^,  ex  dem.  Hodget  et 
nl.  V.  Wolcott.  141 

See  Amendment    Libel. 

As  a  gfcneral  rule,  the  Court  will  not  in 
error  judjife  over  the  County  Courts  in 
the  taxation  of  coats.  Harmon  v.  Broome 
and  Son.  415 


County  Court. 

See  Jurisdiction. 

County  Courts  not  empowered  to  compel 
a  party  under  a  jfencral  rule  to  appear 
and  answer  to  a  new  d«fclaration  filed  on 
affidavit  tif  er  the  files  have  been  lost. 
Kinne  v.  mmb.  90 


Covenants. 

Tlic  deed  of  a  feme  concert  must  be  exe- 
cutetl  and  acknowledged  conformably 
to  the  stututcs  of  the  state,  op  certified 
ajfrccHhly  to  the  laws  of  the  kinjj^om, 
ace-  in  which  it  is  executed.  If  not,  the 
covenants  in  such  deed  are  not  binding 
oil  the  feme  after  the  decease  of  her 
husband.    Sum^icr  v.  Wentvcorth.  42 


D 
Dt^cisioo. 

Decisions  imder  ▼wiooa  tax  «cts.  TowH, 
Uitd'T  Uif  surreyur-gtsienl's     Bitidkmm. 

V.  Fameil  $ 

Under  the  30,000  driUar  tax.  Dae^  ex  dem- 
Mix^  V.  likitlock.  305 

Under  tbe  ten  aiiiiitng  tax:    Dae  ▼.  Strong- 

192 

Under  the  Stockbridge  proprieCon'  tax. 
fVentwtrth  v.  Allen.  226 

Under  the  Fairfield  ditto.  Pencil  r.  ^r««M. 

US 

To  render  valid  a  sale  of  land  under  the 
act  tor  raising  30,000  doi«an,  passed 
November  3d,  179  L,  an  attested  copy  of 
tiie  rate-bill  or  general  list  made  by  the 
selectmen,  and  delivered  to  the  consta- 
ble of  any  incoqiorated  town,  mUBt  be 
shewn  to  have  been  deposited  with  the 
State  Treasurer  by  the  1st  of  Nuivtmber, 
1793.     X>oe,  tx  dem.  Mix.  v.  Whitteek- 

305 

The  general  list  must  ascertain  all  the 
lands  in  such  town  held  m  severahy^ 
and  the  number  of  acres  contained  in 
each  lot,  and  the  range  in  which  it  lies, 
and  the  division  to  which  it  waa  dra«m 
or  pitched,  and  the  tax  to  be  pntd  on 
the  same.    Id.  ib. 

Decision  under  the  act  establishing  the 
division  of  lands  in  the  to\ni  of  Shore' 
ham.  Doe,  ex  dem,  Forbee$  ▼.  Smith  ami 
Barnum.  3S 

Declaration. 

.See  Scire Jaciat, 

Objections  to  a  declaration  for  better- 
meius  cannot  be  made  in  opposition  ce 
the  filing,  but  mu«t  be  made  in  the  com- 
mon course  of  pleading  to  such  decla- 
ration.   Bingham,  v-  Smith,  28r 

Deeds. 

The  deed  of  9^  feme  ccwrf'convenng  Un4 
held  in  her  own  rii^ht  must  be  executed 
and  acknowledged  conformably  t»  the 
lex  loci  wliere  the  land  lies.  Sarmom 
V.  Taft  and  Cqgsxoell.  ^ 


Sec  Covenants. 
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\Vh«ire  the  deed  is  not  merely  the  induce- 
ment but  the  foundation  of  the  action, 
or  where  the  right  of  action  is  noi  cre- 
dited by  operation  of  law,  but  by  the  act 
of  the  party,  the  obligation,  or  any  other 
instrumeot  embracing'  a  contract,  mu^t 
be  proferted  in  the  declaration.  Jtutin 
V.  DilU.  303 

When  a  party  declares  in  substance  upon 
a  written  contrstct,  he  is  not  obliged  to 
aet  forth  the  express  wofds  of  the  con* 
tract  in  his  deciaraiion.  Alorton  v.  WelU. 

382 

In  an  action  of  deceit  in  a  contract,  some 
special  damage  ouglit  to  be  alleged  in 
the  declaration.    Fisher  v.  Browi.       405 

If  a  declaration  contains  acount  within  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  Court,  it  will  not  vi- 
tiate it,  because  the  plaint  ill*  has  added 
a  second  count,  exclusively  within  the 
jurisdiction  of  a  single  magistrate.  Cook 
■W,P§rter,  450 

On  trial  to  the  Jury,  the  Court  will  on 
motion  order  the  declaration  amended 
on  pigment  of  costs.  Harris  v.  Lavi* 
renee  et  aU  163 


Default. 

A  default  entered  on  the  docket  is  not 
conch] sive  until  ^fter  the  rising  of  the 
Court.    Pear  St  v.  Goddard,  376 

Deposition. 

If  the  deponent  is  personally  present  in 
Court,  his  deposition  cannot  be  read. 
Doe,  ex  denu  Sergewtt,  v.  Adanu.        197 

It  is  no  objection  to  the  caption  of  a  de- 
position, that  the  attorney  of  the  adverse 
party  was  not  notified,  though  living 
within  thirty  miles  of  the  pUce  of  cap- 
tion.   Heacoek  v  Stoddard.  344 

It  is  not  a  connection  in  a  party's  fcmily 
by  intermarriage  with  his  daughter,  but 
an  interest  in  the  cause,  which  incapa- 
citates a  person  from  writing  or  draw- 
ing up  a  deposition.    Id.  ib. 

A  deposition  illegally  taken  cannot  be  read 
after  the  deponent's  decease,  upon  the 
principle  that  it  is  the  best  evidence 
^hich  can  now  be  produced.  Johnson 
r.  Clwh.  449 

E 

Entry. 

S<*e  Appe11«ift. 


Ejectment. 

It  is  a  general  rule  that  travel  and  attend- 
ance bhall  be  taxed  for  ail  the  defend- 
ants in  ejectment.  Boynton  v.  King  and 
Barnard.  ^0 

Nominal  plaintiff  In  ejectment  cannot 
maintain  an  action  against  the  sheriff  fop 
an  esc.pe  of  defendant  committed  on  an 
execution  in  his  name  for  the  damages 
recovered  and  costs  taxed  in  the  action 
of  ejectment.    Chipman  v.  Saviyer,      8S 

When  he  who  has  t»ie  fee  of  land  allows 
anoiherto  erect  buildings  upon  it  under 
a  contract  that  when  the  buildings  are 
completed  he  will  either  puy  for  them 
or  convey  the  landwtt  his  election,  eject- 
ment M  ill  lie  upon  ouster  of  the  architce. 
And  if  a  creditor  of  him  who  owns  th© 
fee  levies  an  execution  on  the  land,  and 
does  not  include  the  buildings  in  the 
appraisement,  ejectment  will  lie  by  ihe 
creditor  of  the  architec  who  has  levied 
an  execution  on  any  section  of  ihe  build- 
injfs.     King  \.  Catliru  355 

See  Mesne  Profits. 

Evidence. 

S«e  Comparison  of  hand-writing.  Con- 
cession of  a  party  at  a  former  trial. 
Slander.  Bail.  Kefefces.  Warradl. 
Creditor. 

A  woman  divorced  a  vinculo  matrimonii  is 
a  competent  witness  upon  an  indictment 
against  her  former  baron  for  a  forgery 
committed  during  coverture.    S^af  r. 

y.  N.  B.  .if 

In  case  upon  a  written  contract,  it  mayT» 
read  in  evidence  to  the  Jury  if  it  suh- 
stantially  comports  with  the  declaration. 
Famum  et  al.  v.  Barnum  et  aL  72 

Where  a  privity  is  shewn  between  several 
t  defendants  in  trespass,  the  acts  of  aiy 
one  of  them  may  be  exhibited  in  evi- 
dence te  proof  oi"  the  trespass.    Brought 
ton  v.  Ward  and  WoUott.  IST 

The  original  files  of  the  County  Csurt, 
with  the  Clerk's  certificate  of  the  judg- 
ment accompinying  them,  permitted  to 
he  read  in  evidence.     Allit  v.  Btadh, 

When  the  plaintiff  declares  upon  a  special 
contract,  and  has  other  counts  for  moi.cy 
had  and  received,  jind  work  and  Ubonr 
done,  in  his  declanition,  if  the  jipecial 
count  on  demurrer  is  niled  insufHcient. 
on  non  auumpsit  pleaded  to  the  general 
counts,  jie  maji  not  ^y^  the  special  coiir 
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tract  In  evidence  under  the  gcnerJ 
c<MJnt».    Culver  \.  Burnet.  \H2 

An  firlniitti«trHt';r  'it  tiri  insane  inteblaie 
mty  hlu.w  I  lie  ifitcjiiaie'i*  ijisaiiiry  in  *-vi- 
dc'iKc  II)  uvdtd.iiicc  ot  iiiit  coiiiruct'  La- 
zdl  V.  Pinnick  and  MatMon.  247 

'I'll**  <l<td  of  te  cf /I lector  of  ai  proprietor's 
tux,  liowcvri-  it  msy  l^c  wo'<ltd,  is  not 
even  prijnn  facie  evitlcuct-  of  a  h-gal  siile 
of  lutui.  'i  tie  proceedings  of  tlu'  pro- 
pni^l'^rit  in  tUc  a<i.<)eshnK:iit  o(  the  tax, 
and  Uic  collecto'ii  own  acts  in  the  levy 
of  it  niUKt  bu  iii'ttt  bhewn.  VuMiell  v. 
^ryttfrt.  285 

The  warrant  warning"  the  meeting"  of  the 
proprietor!*  muHt  be  hliewn,  that  the 
Cotli't  inuy  be  ennbicd  to  judge  wlietljer 
it  iMHued  «igrecubly  lo  law.    Id.  286 

If  A  contract  in  writing  mentions  »  sum  in 
doliurti  and  cents,  the  Court  will  permit 
it  to  be  iihewn  in  oidcncc  that  the  sum 
WHS  to  U-  paid  in  UniteJ States  bank  hills, 
thiM  going  not  to  controvert  but  to  ex- 
plain til  -•  contruct.   Morton  v.  Wells-  382 

A  phiintiir  cannot  shew  an  express  pro- 
mise to  pay  the  interest  accruing  upon 
a  judgment  debt  during  the  suspension 
of  the  execu'ion  by  the  creditor  under 
A  general  coimt*  Becdle  v.  Grant  and 
Darling.  433 

In  an  ucuon  brought  against  a  surviving 
pnrtner  upon  a  promissory  n(»tc  allegetl 
to  huvc  been  signed  by  the  deceased 
partner  in  hid  lifetime  in  the  name  of 
the  iii'm,  proof  of  his  confession  that  he 
Migned  ii  udmilicd  in  evidence.  Jdtnnt 
V,  Jiroivnson.  452 

Execution. 

An  officer  is  en) powered  to  set  off  one 
rxecuiion  »guin.>t  another  between  the 
liame  p.uticst  aiul  )))th  in  his  hands  at 
the  s  4n\e  time.     Culver  v.  PtuirL  V2 

Sheriff  having  two  wnts  of  execution  for 
and  a^^iinst  the  same  parties,  may  e!i- 
teuxl  tiDon  the  same  ;i..rcel  of  land,  with 
specit\ini»"  in  his  reium  disihici  boun- 
«la>'ies.  I)„rt  r\  ucm>  liuliiM.iH  and  3u'.th^ 
V.  lv\>t  <t  a*.  14 


I 


Fees, 

An  v^ftK^r  c.xnnot  tax  ft  os  fv%r  t\e  return 
of  an  e\v'culion  st  »\e*l  b\  sw^e^te^tu*  in 
A  wt: t  ul'  error,    i is: K  v.  ii>a ':tj.'u         '^H 


Wberb  iereral  trustees  peraonaUy  attend, 
separate  travel  aiid  ai tendance  may  b^ 
taxe<i.    Farter  v.  liuttei  ant*  HoJgts.     2>'S 

It  is  a  genet kl  rule,  Uk-.l  ira\el-^:>d  attend- 
ance situll  be  taxed,  f./r  all  txie  deft  ad- 
ants  in  ejectment.  Mojnton  v.  Kin^  arj. 
Barnard.  30 


Freehold  Court. 

Proceedings  respecting  it. 

Uj)on  complaint  brought  upon  the  6th  ser» 
tion  of  the  act  to  prevent  forcible  eii  ry 
and  detamer,  it  is  not  necessary' that  the 
magistrate  issuing  the  process  should 
enter  on  the  complaint  a  minute  of  Uic 
time  of  its  exhibition  Allen,  AdnCr  %f 
Allen^  y.  G.  and  J.  Ormsby.  34o 

Upon  trial  at  the  Supreme  Court,  upon 
appeal  from  a  Freehold  Court,  the  Petit 
Juroi*'s  oath  in  civil  causes  must  be 
administered  to  the  Jury.    Id.  347 

On  Complaint  by  an  administrator,  under 
the  act  to  prevent  forcible  entry  and  de- 
tainer, the  plaintiff  shall  not  be  estopped 
from  shewing  possession  in  the  intestate 
because  he  has  omitted  to  inventory  the 
lands  in  question  in  liis  return  of  the 
real  estate  of  the  intestate  to  the  regis- 
try of  probate.     Id.  348 


t* 


Governor's  Rights. 

The  late  Governor  of  Nexc-Hainpshire^t 
rights  of  land  reserved  to  him  by  the 
charters,  are  considered  as  not  held  in 

•  common  with  the  other  proprietors- 
Doe,  ex  dein.  Wenturorth,  v.  Strong.      196 


H 

Habeas  Corpus. 

A  wiit  of  protection  aJ  tettt/canJvin 
suspends  all  civil  process  against  the 
subject  of  it  while  coming  to  and  at- 
tepdirjr  upon  Court,  with  a  reaso*rblc 
time  for  the  vkitness  lo  reium  home 
aJ>er  tl.e  rising  of  the  Court,    £x^j'-ee 
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Indictment. 

Indictment  for  sending  a  written  chal- 
lenge to  fig-ht  a  duel  will  not  lie  npoii 
the  21st  section  ot"  tlie  act  for  the  pu- 
nishment of  certain  infetior  crimes  and 
misdemeanors,  passed  March  4th,  1797. 
State  y,S,S^  180 

On  trial  upon  an  indictment  for  perjury  in 
swearing  falsely  to  a  deposition,  the 
facts  stated  in  the  deposition  appeared 
to  be  tnie,  but  the  deponent,  after 
making^  the  depiisition,  testified  Ufion 
the  stJiOd  that  ibey  were  not  true,  the 
prisoner  was  nut  estopped  by  his  viva 
.wcc  testimony  from  shewing  tlie  verity 
of  the  facts  Stated  in  the  deposition  in 
his  defence.    State  \.  J.  B.  269 

Indictment  for  perjury  quashed  on  motion. 
State  V.  y.  P.  283 

Every  sufficient  indictment  must  set  forth 
the  day,  month  and  year,  and  in  cases  of 
burgh* ry  the  hour  when  the  offence  waa 
committed^  and  though  another  day  ma^ 
be  shewn  in  evidence  on  trial,  yet  it 
inust  be  a  day  within  the  term  pre- 
^ribed  by  the  statute  of  limitations,  and 
the  day  set  forth  in  tlie  indictment  must 
be  also  some  day  within  the  statute 
time,  or  the  indictment  will  be  insuf- 
ficient.   State  Tu  G.  S.  295 


Insdvent  Estate. 

If  the  administrator  upon  an  estate  repre- 
sented insolvent,  brings  an  action,  the 
defendant  shall  not  be  estopped  from 
pleading  counter  demands  in  set-off  be- 
cause lie  has  exhibited  those  demands 
before  the  commissioners,  whether  such 
demands  have  been  allowed  or  disal- 
' lowed.  Oicott,  AdnCr  of  Olcott,  v.  Mo- 
rey.  198 


the  Peace  have  cforicurrent  jurisdicUotr 

Tourg  V.  Sanders.  ^ 

Comity  Courts'  jurisdiction  in  this  instance 

done  away  by  statute.    Id.  " 


Jurors. 

If  a  Juror  i«  qualified  by  being  a  free- 
hoUler  when  put  into  the  box,  his  di- 
vesting himself  of  his  freehold  before 
drawn  and  summoned  cannot  be  taken 
advantJige  of  after  verdict,  hut  should 
have  been  objected  in  challenge.  OrcHtt^ 
ex  (iem  Warner,  v.  Carpenter.  250 

If  a  Petit  Juror  by  any  intimation  dis- 
closes the  event  of  the  verdict  before  it 
is  delivered  in  Court,  it  will  be  consi- 
dered a  gross  violation  of  his  official 
oath,  and  the  veriiict  will  on  motion  be 
set  aside.    Id.  252 

Upon  trial  at  the  Supreme  Court,  on  vp- 
peal  from  a  Freehold  Court,  the  Petit 
Juror's  oath  in  civil  causes  must  be  ad- 
ministered to  the  Jtiry.    AUent  AdnCr  of 
Aileti,  V.  G.  ami  J-  Ormtby.  3*7 


Jurisdiction. 

Ift  civil  causes,  when  tlie  demand  is  above 
7  dollars  *nd  under  33  dollars  in  unli- 

Suidated,  and  52  dollars  in  liquidated 
eHMods,  CovDty  Courts  mA  Justices  of 


Lease. 

A  lease  by  the  husbi-nd  during  coverture 
of  lands  held  in  right  of  his  vife,  of 
which  she  had  been  endowed  iri  conse- 
quence of  a  prior  marriage,  canm.t  cnui*c 
against  the  woman  after  a  divorce  a 
vinculo  matrimonii,  but  may  be  consi- 
dered tub  tnodo  so  far  as  to  secure  the 
baron's  tenant  in  his  emblements  upon 
the  determination  of  the  lease  by  the 
divorce.    Gguld  y.  Webster.  409 


LibeU 

In  a  declaration  for  a  libel,  if  the  plaintifl* 
declares  qu4t  tequitur  in  his  ^'Crbitt  scilitet, 
the  minutest  variance  between  the  libel 
offered  in  evidence,  and  the  declaration, 
will  be  fatal.    Barrit  v.  Lamrence  et  aL 

15d 

In  actipn  upon  a  libel,  if  plaintiflT  recover 
above  seven  dollars  in  the  County  Court, 
and  defendapt  af)pea1s  and  plaintiff  re- 
covers in  the  Supreme  Court  under  se- 
ven dollars,  he  shall  tax  no  more  costs 
than  damaged.    Id.  16* 
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Mesne  Profits. 

In  the  heftring  of  damages  upon  a  default 
in  ejectment,  broujjht  to  recover  po«-. 
session  of  lands  holden  by  the  levy  of 
an  execution,  the  mesne  profits  are  to 
be  computed  from  the  date  of  the  levy 
of  the  execution,  and  not  from  the  ex- 
piration of  the  six  months  allowed  by 
the  statute  for  the  debtor  to  redeem. 
JLitUe  V.  y.  and  P.  Meackuvi.  439 


Miscellaneous. 

On  a  rul^  to  shew  cause,  the  Court  will 
not  order  an  attorney  of  the  Court  to 
deliver  to  the  State  Attorney,  for  tlie 
'  inspection  of  the  fraud,  any  promissory 
notes  s»'ppfested  to  have  been  forged, 
'which  had  been  delivered  to  the  attor- 
ney in  the  common  course  of  business 
by  his  client,  suspected  of  committing 
a  forgery.  State  v.  Squirc^i.  147 


N 


Nolle  prosequi. 

The  State  Attorney's  prerogative  of  en- 
tering a  nolle  prosequi  to  an  indictment 
is  suspended  while  the  person  charged 
is  on  trial.  He  cannot  then  enter  with- 
out leave  of  the  Court,  who  will  not 
grant  it  if  the  defence  appears  to  be 
ample.    Stmte  v.  i.  S.S-  178 


Overt  Market. 

What  sales  shall  be  considered  to  hftT^- 
been  made  in  overt  market  in  this  State. 
Eeacock  v.  Walker.  34t 


Pleadings. 


The  Coiut  will  not  award .  a  vepleader 
after  judgment  upon  a  material  issue. 
Page  V.  Walker.  14S 

See  Insolvent  Estate. 

If  the  subject  matter  of  a  statute  notice 
under  the  general  issue  could  not  have 
been  pleaded  in  bar,  such  matter  XMf 
be  avoided  on  trial  to  the  Jury  by  parol 
demurrer  to  the  evidence  offered  in 
support  of  it.    nice  v.  Pollard  et  at.    3S0 

To  plead  several  distinct  facts,  all  tending 
to  one  defence,  is  no  departure  in  plead- 
ing.    Waddam^  v.  Bumham.  23S 

In  a  plea  in  bar  to  a  debt  on  a  foreign 
judgment,  it  is  necessary  to  aver,  that 
the  judgment  was  recoyei:pd  contrary  to 
the  lex  loci.    Id.  ik 


Practice. 

I 

It  is  the  practice  for  the  counsel  of  tke 
plaintiff  to  proceed  in  the  argtiment 
upon  a  special  veodict. 


Notice. 

If  the  subject  matter  of  a  statute  notice 
under  the  general  issue  could  not  be 
pleaded  in  bar,  such  matter  may  be 
avoided  on  trial  to  the  Jury,  by  parol 
demurrer  to  the  evidence.  Mice  v.  Pol» 
lard  et  al  252 

l*hc  Court  will  not  on  trial  order  a  party 
to  produce  inttanter  a  written  instru- 
ment under  the  57tli  section  of  the  ju- 
diciary act  i  there  must  be  due  notice. 
jottings  v.  Pe-w^rj.  272 


Procedendo. 


Motion  for  writ  of. 


3:^ 


Process. 

A  deputy  sheriff,  an  inhabitant  of  a  towSj» 
is  not  disqualified  from  serving  a  process 
by  fummons  in  favour  of  the  corpora- 
tion.  Selectmen  of  Windsor  v.  ^acoh.  241 

In  an  action  on  the  case  against  the  sheriff 
for  taking  insufficient  bail  upon  mesne 
processj  the  defendant  is  bj  the  plaint IflT 
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made  so  far  privy  to  tb«  judi^ment 
against  the  bail,  that  he  may  in  his  de- 
fence take  advantage  of  a  radical  defect 
in  the  process  in  the  tci.fa^  Shenvood 
V.  I'carl  •      ^20 


Promissory  Note. 

A  promissory  note  deposited  with  arbitra- 
tors, suliject  to  their  indorsement,  to 
tlie  amount  of  their  award,  is  void. 
J}rak€  V.  CoUint,  '^^ 


Proprietors'  Taxes. 

The  collector  of  a  proprietor's  tax  is  not 
obliged,  in  hit  advertisement  for  sale, 
to  annex  to  the  name  of  each  delinquent 
proprietor  such  sum  as  is  aaaessed  on 
his  right  or  share,  but  may  mention  the 
amount  of  the  tax  on  each  right  gene- 
rally^ and  then  insert  a  list  of  the  names 
of  the  ddinqnents.     Went^orth  v.  Allen, 

226 

The  deed  of  a  collector  of  a  proprietor'a 
tan,  Imwovcr  it  may  be  worded,  is  not 
even  prima  facie  evidence  of  a  legal  tale 
of  the  land  The  proceedings  of  the 
proprietors  in  the  assessment  of  the  t*x, 
and  the  collector's  own  acts  in  the  levy 
of  it.  must  be  fijst  shewn.  Pomell  v 
Br<^n.  ^  285 

Tlie  warrant  waminjr  the  meeting  of  the 
proprietors  must  be  shewn,  that  the 
Court  may  be  enabled  to  judge  whether 
it  issued  agreeably  to  law.     Id.        286 

Q 

Qui  tarn. 

The  record  of  a  voluntary  confession  be- 
fore a  Justice,  and  payment  of  the 
whole  penalty,  may  be  pleaded  in  bar 
to  an  action  qui  tarn*  Hamilton,  qui  tarn, 
V.  miliainf.  15 


The  rate  .bill  necessary  to  be  produced  to 
maintain  a  title  under  the  30,000  dollar 
tax.     Mix  V.  Whitlock.  30 


•  Recaption. 

A  person  loaning  ahorse,  whiclj  is  eloign- 
ed and  8'  -Id  by  the  borrower,  has  a  right 
to  recapture,  provided  it  be  done  with- 
out breach  of  the  peace-  Hcacock  v^ 
Walker.  338 

A  person  may  recapture  his  own  property 
in  such  manner  as  may  constitute  a  tres- 
pass.   Id-  ***" 

Recognisance. 

See  Action. 

Upon  a  recognisance  to  prosecute  a  writ 
of  error  taken  under  the  statute  of  179 1« 
where,  upon  nonsuit  and  complaint^ 
execution  has  issued  for  12  per  cent, 
interest  and  costs,  and  has  been  re- 
turned satisfied,  although  the  original 
execution  is  not  purchased  out,  the 
Court  will  chancer  the  penalty  to  a  sum 
merely  nominal,    yaniet  v.  Smith.    128 

The  extra  expense  in  procuring  witnesses 
and  employing  counsel,  tlie  time  spent 
and  money  necessarily  expended  in  de- 
fending a  suit,  aside  of  the  fee-hill^  are 
not  comprehended  in  the  term  "  inter- 
vening damages,"  inserted  in  the  re- 
cognisance for  a  review.  Peasely  v. 
Muckntintter.  264 

In  issuing  a  writ  of  audita  querela,  the 
Judge  taking  the  recognisance  must 
m*tke  record  of  the  same  ;  bu^  it  is  suffi- 
cient'that  he  minutes  on  such  writ, 
*'  that  A  B.  Sec  recognised  to  the  defend- 
ant in  the  sum  of  —  dollars,  to  prosecute 
the  above  writ  to  effect,  before,'*  &c. 
Taft  V.  Thorp* 9  Mxecutore.  ^l 


R 

Rate-biU. 


^e  Decisions. 


Referees. 

upon  objection  to  the  acceptance  of 
the  report  of  referees,  the  Court  will 
only  hear  evidence  relative  to  corrup- 
tion in  the  referees,  or  misconduct  in 
their  not  following  the  rule,  eitlier  by 
neglecting  to  notify  or  hear  the  parties, 
or  their  taking  into  consideration  mat- 
ters not  submitted  to  them.    Webber  v 
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Verdict. 

If  a  Petit  Juror  by  any  intimation  discloses 
the  event  of  tlie  verdict  before  it  is  de- 
livered in  Court,  it  will  be  considered  a 
gross  riolfttton  of  bis  olHciiil  duty,  and 
the  verdict  on  motion  will  be  set  aside. 
Orcutt  v.  Car^nter.  252 

It  will  be  no  cause  for  setting^  aside  a  ver- 
dict, that  two  defendants  in  a  pro)>er 
action  of  tort  joined  in  pleading  the 
general  issue,  and  the  Jury  found  one 
guilty  and  exculpated  tlie  other.  fVright 
V.  Cooper  and  Toutey.  425 

w 

Warrant. 

A  warrant  to  apprehend  a  person  charged 
with  a  crime  upon  the  complaint  of  a 
private  informer,  cannot  legally  issue 
without  oath  made  by  the  complainant, 
though  the  complaint  and  the  cabias  recite 
U  was  under  oatli,  yet  nothing  short  of  the 
magistrate^  certificate  can  be  sufficient 
evidence  th4  the  oath  was  adminis- 
tered.   Stat<  V.  y.  H.  AA\ 


Witness. 

See  Evidence. 

In  trover  for  a  chattel  loaned  b^  the  plain- 
tiff  to  bis  son,  ind  eloigned  fircm  the 
youth  by  a  swindling  coiiftract,  the  son 
IS  inadmissible  as  a  witness  on  the  part 
of  the  plaintiff.    Pittas,  HxntUdaU.  153 

On  an  indictment  for  forgery  under  the 
18ch  sectum  of  the  act  for  the  punish- 
ment of  certain  capital  and  other  high 
crimes  and  misdemeanors,  the  promisor 
of  a  note  found  by  the  Grand  Jury  to 
have  been  forged,  cannot  be  admitted  as 
a  witness.    State  v.  A-  W.  26U 


Writ  of  Protection. 

A  writ  of  protection  ad  teetificandinn  tusr 
pends  all  civil  process  against  the  sub- 

.  ject  of  it,  while  coming  to  and  attend- 
ing upon  Court,  with  a  reasonable  time 
for  tlie  witness  to  return  home  after  the 
rising  of  the  Court  Ex  parte  Ball.,  274 


Writ  of  Sci.  fa. 


See  Sci.  fa. 
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